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FOREWORD
" This publication is one of three reports anticipated
from the management information generated by the Florida
Department of Education cost-effectiveness effort. The

purpose of these three reports is explained below.

I. Part I is a position paper on the Cost-Effective-

ness System and reports the data on cost effectiveness

A

produced by thec system. (See Indicators of Effectiveness

and Efficiency, Part I, Series 76-07.) Tkis report ranks

1,146 schools with K-3 programs from the least effeciive
to the most effective based on the 1974 Statewide‘Assesé-
ment Test of basic skills.

IT. Part II will be a statistical analyéis of the data
in Part I and'inqumation currently évailable to the Depart-
ment of Education, such as size of school, pupil-teacher
ratio, etc., . . which might relate to cost—effecti?eness
information. (This will be published soon and should com- .
plement the on-site visits explained in Part III.)

ITIT1. Part IIl is an analysis prepared from information
obtained from on-site visits to schools that are at the
extremes of the ranking report. These program site reviews
were made by program consultants and other education prc-

. fessionals. This publication contains the results of |

these program site reviews.

1]



Becéuse the influences which afféc;ﬂstudent achieve--
menf are subtle,ﬁcomplex and interre ;_\ﬁ;”it is essential
that inétructional professionals be involved in the-cost-
'effectivenéss process. Quantitative measufeévof school
pérformance shouid be tempered by professional judgment.
Professional involvement ,is ﬁéeded if we are to undér-
stand the process of education, énd their involvement will
facilitaté'aaoption'of successful practices when identified.
The backgrbund,vprcéedures, results. and conclusions of
this involvement are explained in this report.

The follow-up study was a joint cffort of the various
bureaus within the Department. The projeét was coordinated

_ , S -

by the Task Force on Cost-Effectiveness Study and Assess-

ment Follow-up, chaired by Dr. J. W. Crenshaw.

at
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I. INTRODOCTION

Background

In the lTate 1960'5, legislators in several of the
individual gtates became interested in educational account- -
ability.l While there were differences in approach to the
topit, génerally, the developing accountability efforts
sought to (1) define what the schools should be accomplish-
ing, and (2) determine if the stated goals are being accom-
plished. |

In Florida, the Legislature initiated-the Educational
Accountability Act of 1971 which authorized estaﬁlishment of
statewide learner objectives, a statewide assessment program,
and certain public reports of results. Additionally, the
Statute provided for "accurate analysis of the costs a;so-
ciated with public education programs; and . . . an analysis
of the difﬁgrential effectiveness on instructional pr’ograms."1
Thus, the Flcrida legislation went a step beyond thé pattern
estaublished in other statés Sy requiring that an attempt be
made to determinc éffectiveness as related to costs.

The Depértment of Education responded to these iegisla-
tive mandates by implementing cost reperting procedures and
educational'assessment measurcs. The project described 1n
this report was an attempt to continue this developmental
effort leading'toward a comprehensive cost éffectiveness

analysis system.

~Chapter 70-399, Laws of Florida




I ——2- o
Statement of Problem

The purpose of this project was to determine the

~feasibility of conducting program site reviews of selected
schovls for the purpose of making recommendations for in-
structional improvements.

Reasons for Making the Study.--As mentioned previously,
/

~ the Department of Education w

as mandated by the Educational
1Accountability Act of 1971 to implement cost-effectiveness

studies. This legislative interest was reinfbrcea in 1976
when several related statutes wereséombined into the 1976

Lo

Educational Accountability Act (Section 229.55, Florida
Statutes).

\
The interest of the Legislafure is no doubt, related

‘to the rising costs of public education and the dearth of

information about the relative -effeciiveness of various
programs.

The Department of Education needed to conduct_the ”
present study in order to determine whether or not on-site °*
visitations of certain schools could identify components

of effective programs. If'successful; Departmgnt reviewers

could begin a program of on-site visitations to schools con-

sidered leadst cost effective in order to recommend programmatic
B - V “ 'f

charges. Likewise, effective school programs could be

Al
1]

more accurately described and diffused statewide.
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Development 6f Cost-Effectiveness Proje&t.--The present

pfoject developed from two related operations of the
Department: the Statewiﬂe Assessment Program and the cost-
efféctiVeness and efficiency stud& project of fhe District
Plaghing Section, Divisioh of Public Schools.

The Assessment Ptogram, created in 1971, collects
information yearly on fhe basic skills achievemeﬁt of
_ Florida public school students. At; the. time the cost-.
effectiveness studies were being initiated, asscssments
were éonducted in grades .three, six, and nine; however,
_this has since been changed to grades three, five, eight and
eléven. : g ‘f ' A /

As one of its reporting strategies, the Assessient
Pfogram implemented a "prgdicted" scoring system.
Sinly stated, this system adjusts each school's average
score so that it reflects the average score of other.
similar schools. Simila: schools are thoses which are
alike in terms of five seIgcted non-school facto;s.

1f a school's score is higher than its adjusted
_{predicted) score, the*gchobl is said to be performing
béttef than expected, and vice versa.

The Cost-effectiveness stud) builds upon the notion
of the adjusted (predicted) assessment score, adds a cost

factor, and produces a ranking of schools based upon

9
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_effectivehesé'and efficie'n.cy.v2

In April, 1976, after the first cost-effectiveness
publication was released, a special Tesk'Force on Cost-
Effectiveness Study and Assesshent follow—up was appointed
within the bivision of Public Schools. This Task Force was
‘charged with various responsibilities which included:

1. identificatioh of school variaBies (characteristits)

to be analyzed and evaluated by .on-site .teams;
2. develoﬁment.of a process by which these Drdgram

site reviews could take place;

. .

evaluyate thesé procedures for implementation of
large-scale visitations 1in tﬁe fafl, 1976;
4. conduct program site reviews of a larger sampling
of $choq&s in 197§, analyze the data, ahd prepare
: a final report of the project.

The Task Férce proceeded td conduct prcgramlgite>re-
views at eight sﬁhools during May 17-26, 1976; The schools
were seiected from the list of 30 most effective of the
50 most efficient schools and from the 30 least effective

-

of the 50 lecast efficient schools as identified by the

Indicators of rffectiveness and Efficiency, Part I Report.

(

Visitation teams conducting program site reviews con-
centrated on five areas: (1) Staff Development, (2) Planning
and Program Evaluation, (3) Curriculum, (4) Management, and

(5) ProgrémuSupport Services. Teams were provided survey

2Florida Department cf Educdtion,rlndicators of Effec-
tiveness and Efficiency, Part; I, 1976. !

ERIC 10
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instruments 1in these five areas prodﬁced by Depaftment staff.
'The results of the program site reyiews suggested fhree

“prdgieméz (1) the concept of such visitations was feasible, bhut
(2) the survey instruments wéuld have "o be greatly improved,
and (3) the areas under investigation were too broad. While
the first of these two pfoblems conld be easily solved, the
latter could not. The Task Force spent considerable time
attémpting to determine whether or not the research literature
consistently %pecified certain factors to be highly related to
~school achievement, effectiféness, or efficienty'(in a cost
seﬁse). Unfortunately, ﬁrevious research did not provide a
simple answer. Apparéntly, there are many variables which
appear to be related to achievement pnaer selected study con-
ditions. Since the nuﬁber-of‘potenthal variables 1s quite
endless, it is difficult to.select any given set as béing
théionly ones worth consideration.

) Thereforé, the Task Force ook the approach that future
program site reviews would not attempt to detefminc, in a

A
definitive way, which variables conclusively affect cost-

cffectiveness and efficiency. This would take many more
resources than were available. Alternatively, the Task
}Force.would ﬁttémpt to build into its fall, 1976, program

site reviews the best of what was known about school effective-
ness variables and assumé their validity for purposes of this

studv. This report documents the Task Force's degree of

success with this approach.

11



Study Objectives:

'This study.proceeded'with two general hypotheses:
1. Procedures can be developed to conduct program

site reviews of basic education programs.

2. Program site reviews of selected schoals can re- -
‘veal real differences in quality of school programs.
These hypotheses will not be tested in a statistical

sense but will be judged by the weight of evidence accumu-

lated.,
|
‘There are several assumptions being made in this pro-

[ .
I

ject. "It is assumed that:

. | j
1. The Statewide Assessment Program is an eff%étive

measure of school aéhievement;

a. the tests are valid and reliable;

b. the objectives tested are valid;.

BN
~c. the data on school level achievement is
accurate;

2. The adjusted or predicted. test scores are adequatg

reflections of desirable output for given schools; .
3. The definition of\@ cost—ef?eétive and efficien;-

school 1is adequatexand defensible; ;
4. The Department_staff_serving’as auditors are pro-

fessicnals capable of objective observations; and
5. The DgpartmentAprofessional staff have correctly

identified thec most salient variables for investi-

gation.

12
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Within~the project there are also certain obvioqs

limitations. These are:

1. The project was limited in scope to the K-3 pro-

.gfam category.

2. The project utilized only data generatedrby the
1974-75 educdtional assessment. ¥

3. The project utiliied data limited to reading,
writing, and mathematics.

4. The project visited only a very small sample of
schools due to limited resources 6f time and man- -
ﬁower. Conclusions should be4extended bEyond the
éumplclonly with great caution;“ f

. This rcport is an analysis of the procedures of, and

the conclusions from the program site reviews conducted to
e
meet the purposcs enumerated above. The next chapter explains

the methodology and instrumentation used in this process.

13




II. PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY \

General Methodology

The overall objectives of the visitation program were
to identify and :look for evidence of in-school variables
. .which make a 51gn1f1cant d1fference ir the learnlng environ-
ment_and can be observed only on site.
.Iﬁ accord with direction contained in a memorandum
(see Appendix 1), from the Director of the Division of Public

, 'Schools,lthe members of the Task Force identified the specific

!

tasks to be accomplished.

\

A first step was to undertake a preliminary operation
P P y op

~

in which pertinent additional data, significant differences

4

in schools, and other observable in-school variables were
i

identified; a process and a strategy were develqped, and a
pilot projc;t involving a limited number of sélected schools
was conducted.

The original pilot study was accomplished within the
limited time nllbwed; May 10 - May 16, with as much advance
planning as could be accomplished between April 26, 1976, the
date of the original assignment, and the first Qisit onl
May 10, 1976. The tight time schedule was neccssitated by thev
impending closc of the school year.

After a carcful evaluation of the process and analysis

.

of the data obtained from the pilot study, a revised and

11




improved ;t}ategy was developed for subsequent visits to a
larger samﬁiing of outlier'schbols\(schools at the extremes
of the rankings).

~As an intégral part of the strategy, the Task Force-
developed a time chart which listed all activities to be
accomplished and the dates for beginning and cpmpleting them

(see Figure 1).

V16 1o - PLAW OF ACTIVITIES

JiLY AGIST SIPTLMR L1
- .
I~
1 LITERATWRE Searct vu-l---t—-—-t1-~---—-|- .~
2 LITERATWRE ReviEw - --1---|--- _|>
N
5 SELECT VARIABLES #----1--4-'>
4 desian InsTROME D ' " gne----1 _|>
b GELECT SGAs ‘ YU _l>
b SeLECT WE Poruael VL —f -~ _.!>
; (N
7 TRAIN LLE PErscessr -1 - >
h
. N BN
4 VIsIT Lo 101 /

The individuals or agencies responsible for accomplishing
the specific tasks were then designated. Eath task was subse-

quently accomplished in accord with a plan approved in advance

o | - 15
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by the Task Force.

| Actual visitation was undertaken by 10 teams, each
comprising three proféssional staff members, chosen ins&far as
practicable for their expertise in the area to be observed.
An orientation class for team captains was held, and each
captain was given responsibility for fully briefing each member
of his tcam. Tecam captains were also involved as reactors 1n
the prbccss'of developing the observation instrument.

Five ‘discrete areas -- Curriculum, Staff Develobmcnt,
Managément,.Support Services, and Planning and Program
Evaluation -- were designated for observation. Specialists

¢
in these arcas were assigned to observe in their areas of
specialization to the extent practicable. Teams spent onc to
two days in cach'school.

Particular attention was given to the full study on
"Indicators of Effectiveness and Efficiency, K-3 Programs."

The three steps, as reflected in Part I of the study, were
~reviewed along with the data in Tert I. A
A close rclationship was mai.cained with the developers
\
of Part II to ensuré that the data and charactgristics of
‘schools reflected in this part were well knbwnfto the developers

AN

of Part 111.1 _ . .

AttcntiPn was focused directly on learning environments

and instructional techniques in the specific areas of language

1The Foreword of this report cxplains the three reports,
Part I, Part 11 and Part IIT and their relationship.

‘

- 16
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communication and mathematics because the sclection of
school$ to be visited was based on the published results of
the 1974-75 asséssment in these a}eas and the subsequent
cost-cffectiveness study which utilized the assessment data.
It should be further noted that the actual program site

reviews took place in the fall of '1976. -

Instrumentation

The instruments utilized in this study went through .
scveral phasces of development. Initially, Departmént person-
nel in the various program areas developed a comprchensive

list of items pertaining to the operational arcas of public

schools: This list was reviewed, edited, and rcvised to

A i

wliminatc‘rcdhndant items, clarify intent, and rcduce inter-
vicewer burden while still providing an udcqunré rating sheet
to Jdetermine the absence or level of ohgcrvcd_prcscncc of
those Facjgrs considercd essential to the operation of gy
educational program. Following‘a finullroview by the Task-
-Vorce, thc'instruments;wgrc printed with items grhupod hy
progran arca and accompanied by a statué shoot"§( dvﬁogruphhf
data about the school. The  complete instrument is provided
in Appendix i[. |

The final instrument, which was given to departmental
personnel to ussess in-school characteristics, consisted of
five general scctions: Cufricurum, Planning and Program

Fvatuation, Sraff Development, Management, and Support Scrvices.
I ry
17

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-12-

Except for Support Services, which was composed of three
subsections representing the basic support services availablev .
to all schools (Library and Media Services, Student Services,
and Health Services), each section contained several selected
broad QUestions (items) representing trends, concerns, theories,
and assumptions currently believed to be essential to a quality
~cducation in that area.
Each item on the instrumeﬁt represents a single, broad
concept with several aspects and with several perspectives
from which its.qﬁality; uniformity, degree of development, and
pervasiveness may be judged. On the survey instrument (see
Appendix 11) the "evidence' presented for each item represents
, ; ; ;
those minimal perspectives by which a school was to be judged.
A11 items were designed to be Jnterlocklng as was the support-
1g evidence w1th1n items and between i1tems. For example,
item 1.2 under nCurriculum” is supported by evidence which
states, "Criterion-referenced evaluation was utilized." The
notion of criterion-referenced test data is modified as to
aspect and appears as item 1.3 under 'Planning and Program
Evaluation” with reference to overall schbol program ﬁlaﬁning.
-The nature of this study and of the survey instrument
requirced the interviewer to use prbfessional judgement based
on observations and conversat{ons, etc., to determine a rating
" for each item. Thc use of both hard and soft data were permis-

sible. The instrument provided the interviewer with a modified /
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N ' » .
five-point scale as follows: . .
! v
]

0 Item cannot be rated (for any cause)

1~ School performance is not acceptablg

~N

School performance is inadequate
.3 School performance is satisfactory. -

4  School performarce. is good : Lo

\

5 School performance is exemplary-
" The choice cf this scale represented a comﬁf@mise

N

between a more detailed 10 or 11 point scale; wheréby the
small gradations of quality would maké it difficult to
identify'énd define, and a three point scale, which would be
able to distinguish little mére than the presence or ébsence
of a characteristic. . ' - ~.

No aspect of the instrument has been finaliiea. iThe
nature of the stafistical data‘obtained from the.inifial use.
of the instrument and from the debriefing of Department
<pcrsonncl.utilized 4s interviewers have iﬁdicated Various‘
gcneral and item specific inadequacies (Seé Table III). In
addition, as modifications ére made and the in%trument is

refined, the need for further cianges may become evident.

i
\

“Selection of the K-3 Schools for Visitation

The Department of Education decided to conduct- the
present study in order to ascertain the feasibility of program
site reviews and whether or not such reviews could identify

components of e¢ffective progrums. The ultimate goal 1: the

19



-14f

~

r

recommendation of brogrammatic changes where needed and
more productive aissemination and diffusion efforts. For
this reason, schools involved in the program site reviews
have come from the upper or lower end of the cfiecti&eness/
efficiency ranking.

An effectiveness and efficiency ranking was done for
Florida's 1,146 K-3 séhools for which program éosts‘and te;t
‘results of the 1974 Stutewide Assessment Test of basic skilis
were available. UILiffectiveness was determined by compari&?
the actual sgore'of a school to a bredicted score.  This
predicted scorec was calculated using-informatidn available
in the Department of Education in the following areas;'

I. Minority status of students per school; -
2. Collcege level of parents of studcnts{

'

Income level of parents;

(2}
.

1. Numbér of students in families involvgd
in "whitc collar' occupations; and
5. Percentage of Spanish students ber grade.
Efficiency was derermined by comparing the cffectiveness
of programs in basic skills to the per student cost of programs.
A statewide rcport2 ranked schools by efficiency. These
SChOOiS werce 1is{ed'from the most (uppef end) to least (lower

end) efficicent.? An indicator of effectiveness index was also

2Florida Department of Education, Indicators of
Lffectiveness and Lfficiency, Part 1, 1970.

20
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reported. VTo determine which 50 schools would be visited,
the following sgébs were executed:
1. Selection of Top 25 Schools to be Visited
a. Determine 100 most efficient schools on ranking
report.
bf From this 100, se%ect most efféctive (qxcluding

schools visited on pilot project).

[

Selgction of_Bottom\ZS Schools, to be Visited
a. Determine 106 least efficient schools‘on'q
ranking report. .
“b. From this 106,?selecf 25 least effectivei
(excludihé schools visited on pilot project). .

It waé assumed fhét the top aﬁd_bottom schdois shouid
display a hétfer picture of apparent differences than would
a random sample. 1In addition, these two cﬁtromcs>wi]1 cont inue

. to Be of primc importance to the_Dcpartmcnt. Fpr the lower
end schools the Department will wish to makeiprogrammatic
rccommendations, and the upper end schsolé should provide many
success ful jnstruc;ionﬁl practices for dissemination and
diffusion. :

Schools which had a change 1in gradé organizational
structure between the date for which information for the rank-
ings was gathered and the date of visitations were excluded
from the sclection procedure. Had this not been done, the

visiting teans would not have had like samples nor would they

21
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ha?e seen similar éomposition as existed when the rankings
werg-dbne.

The Methodology, Instrumentation, and the Selection of
Schools have now been explained. The next section discusses

the Analysis Procedures.

Ana1y51s Procedures ' -

1he 50 schools 1n the cost eff1c1ency/effect1veness
follow up study provided 49 sets of data su1tab1e for stat15t1-
calTanalysis. These sets of data, each consisting of 41
discrete items, - were divided into two @roupsiaccdrding td" the
felative Jfficieﬁcy/cffectivenéss of the schobls they repre-
sented: 25 into the most eff1c1ent/effect1vp groun, 24 into
the least cffici~nt/effective group.A The remalnlng set of data
represented a school which inadvertently fell into neither
group ahd thercfore wa% not suitable for‘compara£LVCianalysis.

Three gtétistical‘analyses were performed. Iﬁ gach, the
basic pattern was to compare the most efficiept/éffecgivq |
schools with the lcast efficient/effective schools. The analyses
perfbrmed were aslfqllows: | 4
1. a frequency count for each item for all schools

within each group;

N

o
.

computation of mean scores for each item for
all schools within each group;

3. analysis of variance. e

22
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Item Frequency Analysis.--In each group.a frequency count

was performed for each oflthe 41 items. The survey instrument
was'designed to provide for six possible obserﬁed fatings of

a number of related characteristics constitﬁring an item. The
designed ratings ranged from '5" dénotingvan exemplary practice
to "1" danotin* a very subs tandard practice. "0" denoted the
item could not be rated. Two additional desfgnationa were |
added: "NA" meaning no rating was available alfhough tHéi
_observer had made comments and ''M" meanlng the observer made

no rating and had »rovided no comrents.

Item. Mean Score.--In each group the mean score was computed
fbr eacﬁ item for all schools. Only ratings of '"1," "2," ”3;”
"4," and "'5" were used_in‘de;ermining each maan. Designafionsl
of "0," "NA," and "M" were not found to bc suitable for
numerical analysis: o by ‘design meant that a Lth&CtC]lStlL
could not be rated without regard to the reason. '"NA" and "M"

were additional designations adopted to cxplain the causes of

ratings which otherwise would have been assigned '"0's."

Analysis of Variance.--To determine whether there were

éignificant differences in the mean scores fof each.itcm
between tqﬁ two groups of schools (most cffitient/éffectivc Vs,
least efficient/effective) ; simple analysis of variance (ANOVA)
was emp]oyéd. The level of significance (o< value) was deter-

mined by subjecting ANOVA value to a onc-tailed Fisher t-test.

23
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This process was repeated for each of the 41 pairs of items

in the survey instrument. In this type df analysis the 1¢va1
of significance expresses the probability'that the differences
calculated occurred by chance. = By statistical convention .05
or (1 chance in 20) is .accepted as the highest value of o
which can be significant " Values greater than 05 _mean-.that
the phenomenon occurs too often by chance for the data to be

. trusted. Other(:x:values and their meaning are as-folloWS'

N

_ .01 , - 1 chance in 100 that the finding occurred
Ve : by chance;. :
;
.005 - 5 chances 1n 1000 (1 per 100) tpat the

finding occurred by chance;

.001 - 1 chance in 1000 that the finding occurred
by chance; and , .

.0005 - 5 chances in 10,000 that the finding -
occurred by c¢hance.

The next chapter explains the results of utilizing these

procedures.



ITII. PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

Results of the Observations

'

The methods of statistical analysis ofAdatA used in
this study were designed to (15 look for the presence of -
significanc differences between the moSt.efficient/éffec~
tive schools and the lcast efficient/effective schools for
any two selected matched'paifs of scores, (2) identify(weak-'b
nesses in any questions in the survey instrument,'and

(3) formulate recormendations and conclusionsl

Each of fhe three statistical procedures pfe&ipué}y de-

-scribed providéd:meaningful information in the determination-

of differences betweer the two groups of schools. The reader

may rcfer to Appendix III for .a complete item analysis of. thc

data for cach group of schools.

Item Frequency Analysis.--For each item a comparison of the

ratings given to schools in each group révealed the most
cfficient/effective group received more "5" and '""4" ratings
than the least éfficient/effective group on 37 or 41 items
(see Table 1). On only 4 items did both groups rbceive the
same number of "high'" scores, it was not a matfer 2f the
lcast efficient/effective schools scoring more strongly,
but the opposite. The most efficient/effective schools
scored wbakly‘on the item. The converse of tliis situation
was not as decisive. The most efficient/effective schools

rcceived fewer '"low' scores, i.e., ratings of '"1" and

25
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TABLE 1

HIGH RATINGS

Number of High R‘:itings {'5" and "4") Awarded

r
- s Most . . Least
j Efficient/Effective | Efficient/Effective
Survey . Schools Schools :

Item Number Descriptiona

CURRICULUM
1.1 Grouping 14 . 2
1.2 Instr Prog 13 2
1.3 Diagnosed Needs 12 4
1.4 Rcd of Std Prog 13 6
1.5 Balanced K-3 12 7 .
1.6 Self Concepts (11)b Qanbd
1.7 Lrng Environ 13 11
1.8 Variety of Mats 14 1.
1.9 Mult-Cult 7 3
1.10 Home-Sch Commun (14) (14)
1.11 Parent Educ 5 2

<1.12 K-3 Coord 11 2

PLANNING AND PROG. FEVAL.

1 Planning 10 4
1.2 N-R Test Data 9 [
1.3 C-R Test Data 11 4
1.4 Non-Achiev. Data 9 7

STAFF DEVELOPMENT
1.1 Met Neuods 14 9

W2 Apply Skills 15 8

MANAGEMEN :

T Responuibility 19 10
1.2 Respect 20 15
1.3 . Punishment 20 14
1.4 Policies 20 10
1.5 Principal 20 11
1.6 Adequate Res 14 9
1.7 Records 17 11

SUPPORT SERVICES ’

 Library and Mediy
1.1 Simult Activ ( 6) ( 6)
1.2 Acvress 12 9
1.3 Input 10 5
1.4 Materials 14 7
1.5 Media Actlv 10 8
1.6 A-V Equip 13 3
1.7 Tech Assist 7 5
Student Services
2.1 Coor Program 10 4
2.2 Refrl & Flw-up (3 3
2.3 Clsrm Mgmt 7 3
2.4 Staf fing 11 4
2.5 Counseliny 7 4
2.6 Career Aware 9 4
Health Services

v 3.0 7 7 Sereening 13 3 S
3.2 Consult 8 6 -
3.3 Phy & Nutr Assess [ 3 yfr
NOTES:

@
Wordg and abbreviations listed under "description'" and opposite item numbers provide

a key to the vontent of the ftem. Appendix [1 gives an exact description of each jtem.

Figures enclosed in parentheses () denote data for jtems on which bath groups of

dchools received cequal numbers of "high" ratings.

20
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VAN on\onlf 32 of 41 items (see Table 2). On six items
the two groups received the same number of low scores and‘
on three others”'the least efficient/effective schools re-

ceived fewer ratings of "1" or "2'" than the most efficient/

effective schools.

Interestingly, the explanation for the aggregate num-
bers of low scores ("1'" and "2'") between the two groups of
schools in these six instances /tends to be the oppodite of
that for high scores ("5" and "4"). 1In only two instances
was the damping or juxtaposition'of scores of.the two grbups
caused by the most efficient/effective schools scéring
wéakly; while in the five other instances, the-least effi;
‘cient/effective scored very strongly. The inconsistency in
scores attained by the most efficient/effective schools is
highlighted by the fact that on five items the group re-
ceived no low scores. The least efficient/effective.group

had at least one low score on all 41 items.

Item Mean Scores.--A comparison of the mean scores or ratings

for each item for all sﬁhools within the two groups revealed
decisive differences. The most efficient/effective schools
had a highef mean score than the 1easf efficient/effective:
schools on 30 of the 41 items. On only one item having to
‘do with health services (ifem 3.2) did the 1least effi-
cieqt/effective schools have a higher mean score than the
most efficient/effective schools. Figure 2 compares the

mean scores for the two éfoups while Appendix III1-3 pro-
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ITEM FREQUENCY ANALYSIS:

TABLE 2

LOW RATINGS

Number of Low Ratings (''2" and "1") Awarded

Most . Least
Efficient/Effective | Efficient/Effective
. Schools Schools
Item Number Description®
CURRICULUM
1.1 Grouping 2 5
1.2 Instr Prog 3 11
1.3 Diagnosed Needs - 5 11
1.4 Red of Std Prog 2 10
1.5 Balanced K-3 1 5
1.6 Self Concepts 1 2
1.7 Lrng Environ 2 - 3
1.8 . Variety of Mats 2 7
1.9 Mult-Cult .6 b 11 b
1.10 Home-Sch Commun (1) (1)
1.11 Parent Educ 9) (9
1.12 K-3 Coord 2" 12
PLANNINC AND PROG. EVAL. )

“1.1 Planning 2 { 6
1.2 N-R Tes«t Data 1 8-
1.3 C-R Test Data 0 5
1.4 Non-Achicv. Data 2 5

STAFF DEVELOPMINT :
1.1 Met Needs 2% 1*
1.2 Apply Skills 0 2
MANAGEMENT N
1.1 Responsibility 0 2
1.2 Respect (1) (1)
1.3 Punishment (1) (1)
1.4 Policies 0 2
1.5 Principal 1 5
1.6 Adequite Red 2 6 ¢
1.7 Records 0 2
SUPPORT SERVICES :
Library and Media .
1.1 Simult Activ (7) 7
1.2 Access 2 4
1.3 Input 1 2
1.4 Macerials 1 4

-1.5 Media Activ 2 -~ 3
1.6 A-V Cquip 1 3
1.7 Tech Assist 5 10
Student Services '

2.1 Coor Program 2 9 .
2.2 ‘Refrl & Flw-up 3 7
2.3 Clsrm Mpmt 3 12
2.4 Staffing 3 5
2.5 Counseling 4 10
2.6 Career Aware \ 6 7
Health_Services
3.T7 7 7 Screening 3* a* -
* o
3.2 Consult 5 2
3.3 Phy & Nutr Assess (4) ()]
NOTES:

_aWOrds and abbreviations listed under "description" and oposite items numbers provide
a key to the content of the ftem. Appendix IT gives an exact description of each

item.

b ' ! ‘
Figures enclosed In parentheses () denote data for items gn which both groups of

schopls received equal numbers of "low" ratings.

Figures ‘marked with an asterisk *

denote items for which the least efficient/effective schools received fewer. numbers -

of "low" ratings.
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FICURE 2 - MEAN SCORES

MOST EFFICIENT/EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS

Vs

LEAST EFFICIENT/EFFECTIVE SCHODLS

Ttem Number Now riptinnd

CURRICULUM

1.1 Srouping

. ) lastructional Program
[ Dlagn05u“ Needs

b, Record of Student Progress
v Halanced K=3 Propram

1.0 Self=Concenre

LT Leazol o ava: nment

Lo Varle v o1 “teverials

LS Valti-Cattunal Program
oo

Yol Pareat Fdueion

[ K-3 Program tcordination

PLANMING AND PROGRAM IVALUATTON

! Planning
1.2 E Norm-Referencod Test Dala
|
1.3 Criterion-Forerenced Tast Data
1.4 Non~=Actifevement lest Data

STAKF DEVELOPMENT

———

. T t
ltome = Sehoo! Commumicarion r m
9 .
] .

Mean Scores

1

5

(Most Efficient/Fffoective Schools - solid line)
(Least Effficfent/LEffuvctive Schools - ?rnkon Tinde)

Signit icant
Stgnificant
Significant

Significant

Significant
i

Signit leant

Significant

Significant
Signif--
Significant

Significant

1.: Program Mot Needs

.
1.2 Teachers Apply Skills ; Significant
MANAGEMENT
1.1 Responsthility Significant
1.2~ Respect
1.1 Punishment i
}.A 2oliciva ; Significant
1.5 Principal 4 Significant
1.6 Adeéuqte Resources '
1.7 .Records ' J Sigaifizant
NOTES:: ’ I

%ords afd abbreviations listed under "description” and opposite item gmmbers provide a
. content of the item. Appendix III prcvides an ‘exact description of each item,

kev to the

DIV rency
Dittorence
Diflerence
Ditterence

Diffarence

mifrerence

Difference

hiffercence

oft ferenee
Difference
Differcnce

D.fference

Difference

Difterence

bifference

nifference
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FICGURE 2=-cont inned

Mean Scores
(tost Efticient/Etfective Schools < salid line)

r ‘ (Least-Efticieat/Ftiective Schoots - bruken line)

Ttem Neoaher Desoriptiom
S S S U S

SUPPORT SFRVICES ' ‘ '
Lihrary and Media Services
t Simult e Net it ivs .
;, ' Accen
1.3 Tonpat o
1./ Materfals Significant Difference
1.1 Modia Activities S ~
e A=V Equipment
1.7 Technical Assiatance
Tudenr Sereloes
ol Coordlnated Yropran Significant Difference
r2oe Referral and Follow-Up Stignificant Difference
R Classroom Managemoent Stgnificant Difference
Joh Statring
200 (‘.uun.-mlliin)c
Tk Career Awarencss
Health Serwices “
ol Anntal Screening "
3,2 - Corsultations
A Physical and Natritron.l,

Asgcessment

30
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content of e ltem.  Appendix 111 nrovides an‘exact description of each item.
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vid:s .complete data‘fbr each item.

The.survey instrument assigned specific meénings to
the various ratihgs'as follows:

1 - not acceptéble

2 - inadequate (needs improvement)

'3 - satisfactory ' '

"4 - good (above average)

5 - exemplary

With this terminology in mind the most efficient/effec-
tive schools were cumulatively rated as above average (mean
item score 4.0 or better ) on only three items, all dealing
with school management. -This same group, ﬁowever, recefved
only one mean item rating'below 3.0 (i.e., "néedeimprove-
ment'") on an item related to parent“educatian, a concébt
not well understood inA1974J7S. By contrast, the‘least
efficient/cffective group received no mean item scores of

&
4.0 or better and accumulated 19 mean item scores less than

5.0 ("needs improvement").

Analysis of Variancg}--The analysis of variance was the

moét revealing metﬁod used. Of the 41 pairs of mean scorcs
on items compared between the two groups éf schools, 20 were
found to be statistically significant (see Appendix III-4).
Eaéh of the five major areas of concern on the survey in-
'strumeht contained one 6r more individual *tems shown to

be. significant. The differences in the mean scores ‘for all
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ifems in the Planning and Prégram Evaluation.Sectidn were
significant: in Curriculum 58% (7 survey items out of 12)
were §ignificant; in Management 59% (4 survey itehs‘out of
7); in Staff Development 50% (1 survey item out of 2); and
in Support Services 55% (4 survey items out of'16), although

in this category 75% or 3 out of 4 survey items related to

-

direct student services were significant. Although survey,
items whose mean scores wcre“significaht were ségttered,
the items exhibiting'the greatest levels of sigﬁificance
‘(CX:=.0005) were all in the area of Curriculum. In fact,
411 7 survey items achieving levels of significance in
Curriéulum didlso strongly Kx:.OOS). Although other areas
had a greater percentagé of significant items than Curricu-
lum, the levelé of significance attained by individual

items were weaker.

Survgy Instrument Analysis.--Close scrutiny of the types of
ratings awarded schoolé on each item was the basis of an
~analysis 6f ”weakh yuestions. Five criteria were used‘in.
determining which need further,refinehent; These were:

(1) number of "O's'" awarded for an item;v(Z) number of
"NA's" assigned;‘(S) numbef’ﬁf “M's"‘assigned; (4) number
of "hélf-péints” awarded (e.g., scofes of 3.5, 4.5, etc.);
and (5) no central point ofltendency in, the rétings awarded
for schobis.within each group. Ac&ording to fhesevériteria
_only two questions were founp to be uﬁiformly weak in both

groups: one Curriculum item dealing with the relativély
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new conceﬁﬁ of parent education and one Plannihguand\Pro-
gram Evaluation item dealing with the use of ¢ritérions
'réference& tests in schools. (See item 1.11 in Curriculum
and item 1.3 in Planning and Program Evaluation, Appendix II&—4).
) Both.grqupsrof schools provided thé survéy inétrument
.with éﬁout an’equally stern test. Usir' the five criteria
" set forth ébove, ohly 110 item-responses of a poésible
32009_or 5.47% presented.problqms. Of.thékllb probleﬁ.re-
sponses, the most efficient/effective schools ébntribufed

54 and the Ieast efficiént/effective schools, 56.

B
+

The data is far from conclusive. However, it is in-
valuable as a base for improving the procesé of program site
reviews and contrlbutes toward the next step in our search
for those factors which’ make a d1fference in the instructional

process.

Results of Process Investigation

As stated in the\Introduction, the two general hypotheées
for this study were: (1). procedures can bé deveioped to |
conduct program site reviews of Basic educational programs;

(2) on-site visitations to seiected schools can reveél real
diffefences in quality of school programs. However, the
Cost—Effeétivepéss Study ‘and Assesément'Follow-up Task Force
decided to evaluate the program site review process and in-

strumentation in order to facilitate improvement.

v
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Therefdre, three committees were developed to design
a debriefingaprocedure for those persons who'participated
in the program site reviews. ThiS»procesg was tolsérvé as
an evaluation of the on-site visitation procedure used by

the Departmeht.

Debriefing Design.--A sub-committee of the Task Force

developed two instruments geared toward the investigation:
process conducted by Visiting'teams.V One instruﬁent was
designed Fd query all fifty team members about the program
site review process. Thé other instrﬁment.centeredlarouﬁd
‘reactions of ten teaﬁ captains‘to the, visits. The ;urvey b
instfument for team members included 36 quéstions listed

) among the following categories: team organizatidnaﬂ traiﬁing;
vthenvisitatipng, the survey instrument, the exit interviews,
and the timelings of data. The questions for team captains
were cenfered around team leadership functions. The inﬁ

" struments were given to a Debriefing ProcessvSuwaOmmiFteg.'
‘Appeﬁdix IV dispiays thé questions developed and used to
evaluate the program site'reviéw procedures; as well as the

@

responses to those questions by team members and team captains.

Debriefing Process.--A secondisub—comﬁittee.distribﬁted the
two instruments to progfam site review team members and tcam
captains then collected the results of thgir.responses. A
summary.of tﬁé affirmative and negative responses was pro-

vided for ecach question. The debriefing process sub-committee

34



-29- | » -/

invitéd all téamimémbers to participate in group interviews.
Sessions were scheduled in 1% hour blocks. Each session. .
‘focused around team member reSponsibilities during prdgram
'site reviews. A session waS»also scHedgléd for team gaptains.
Reactions and response% to each question were then given to.

a Debriefing Synthesis Sub-Committee.

Debriefing Synthesis.--The results of the debriefing were
‘summarized and rgduced'to a ménageable form. Steﬁ§ used
in the'syﬁthesis procedure arejbutlined below:
1. The pefcentagé of’positive aﬁd.negatiVe.respoﬁses
for each questibn was provided.
2. The summaryvof re5pon$es of team captains an

.~

- team members was prepared in chart form.

3. Recommendations based on percentage of affirma-
tive responses were categorized as:

a. general agreement - at least 84% affirmative-

.responses

- b. factors to strengthen - 60% to 84% affirmative

responses

Cc. consideration for.redésign - less than 60%
affifmative responses.
Table III provides results of the debfiefing.synthesis.
As the program site review is continued as én oanoing function
of the‘Departmenf of Education, the’results of this evaluation

will contribute to the/improvement of the process.
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This chapter has reported the results of the various
progfam site reviews and the critique of the process con-
ducted by Department personnel. The next chapter will

report the major conclusions and recommendations.
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The following information represents a snvthesized report from-tean memhers and tean LJprulnq Loncornlng the program site
reviews Londuutﬁd in the Fall of 1976, SUY\O\ results related to the visits have thv organized as follows:
| ' .
| Leneral Agreement - at least 850 affirmative responses ' | :
Factors tc Strengthen - 605 to $4° afVirmatice 1csponbe
Consideration for Redesign - less than o0% afirmative responses.

L SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY TEAM CAPTAINS AXD TEAM NEM3LRS

General Agreement Factors to Strengthen ._Considerations for Redesign

1.1 Three nembers to a tean’ | L3 Review in area of expertise 134 Tten statement from broad to
1.1 Sufficient expertise L4 Training of team specific? '
2.1 Realistic visitation schedule 1.5 Use of survey instrument 5.1 (larify rating of zero
1.4 Mdequate access to all school 12 Understanding of mission by school | 5.2 Problems caused in secur1ng

individvals staff , 1974-75 data’
2.5 " Timing of visit apprOpr11te fron! 2.3 Preparation of school personnel to

standpoint of schools Tespond to questions
2.7 School staff helpful 3.1 i8chool status data
2,8  Environment .of school supportive| 3.3 Item statements self explanatory
5.2 Written instructions clear on 3.5 Nature and scope of time statements

survey instrument | 3.6 Prioritize evidence items according
3.8 \Evidence indicators used in a to importance -- attitudinal aspects

“consistent manner of school personnel should be re-

3.11 Rating scale adecuate : flected
§.1  Constructive exit interview 3.7 "Other" evidence indicatérs be

experienced 't elicited from school personnel

-+ 3.9 Information available to document
3 ‘ ' evidence indicators /
3.10° Definition of rating scale levelsto |
\ ‘ identify qualitative differences
.13 Kay to assess qualitative dlffererces
"4 Exit interviews

L1, SUMMARY OF INFORMATION BY TEAM CAPTAINS ONLY

General Agreement ‘ Factors to Strengthen | Considerations for Redesign

‘ : : , [
, 2. AMequate infornation to answer Adninistration of survey : Ih. Tining for organ1*at1on of

quest1ons of team members Guidelines to team captains report
3. Adequqte intormation to answer Fornat of report

questions of school personncl Accuracy of school status daty
{
|
l

D SO Y e

4, &dequate infornation to answer

tean's questions concnrmnn the
visit

+ 7. Format of report adequate for :
initial attempt | . 38
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A major study was undertaken by the Cost-Effectiveness
Study and Assessment Follow-?p Task Force that utilized data.
from the 1974'stateﬁide assessment program 'and the 1976 cost-
cffectiveness and efficiency study. Through this proceés;
. ' called program site review, new procedures were'explofed
for determining the efficiency and effectiveness of selected

3

K-3 programs in Florida public schools with relation to a .
variety of variables. The major purpose of the study was to
'détefmine the feasibility of'conducting‘p}ogr%ﬁisite reviews
of selected schools in order to make recommendation§ for in-
structional improvement. However, the ultimate goal is to
‘ provide information that will have impact on state and di§-
trict policies, resource allocatiﬁn, and s£n§ﬁ¢g1e54for

4

‘improving public schools.

Primary Conclusions.--Significant conclusions from the| analysis

‘ N '
of 1976 program site review data indicated that:

1. The observations revealed thaf the more efficient/
éffective sch%ols generally teﬁded to score higher
than the less eff{cient/effective schools on ,the
items contained in the surﬁéy instrument. ;

2. Both high and low ranking schools had identifiable
areas of strphgth and weakness,

- 3. The survey instruments designed and utilized for

this task were relevant to the purposes of thisg,
. ‘ ™

., | 39
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ations of basic education programs.
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study and can with modification and refinement be

useful to the Department in improvement of tlie process.

-~

Procedures can be developed to conduct on-site evalu-

The possibility of revealing real‘differences in
the quality of school programs does éxist and the
. ’ - |

process of this study should facilitate) the search

for these distinguishing factors. |

i

Areas investigated were too broad and s}ould be )
delimited in order to improﬁe this pfoc%ss.
Additional resources will be required t&'implement

this evaluating and monitoring function.

Secondary Conclusions.--Secondary finaings significant enough

.to report are:

1.

«

The rankings of schools were based on assessment

scores in reading, writing, and arithmetic at the

| beginning of third grade and 'the relationship .to

cost effectiveness while the evaluation instrument

waS‘concerﬁed with Broader indicatgfs of effective-
ness. Future efforts should, therefore, be concerned
with integratiné the £wo methods of evaluation.

The interaction effects of conditional variaﬂles‘

are ﬁdre significant and meanigéfui'than individual"’
variables taken alone. Future research might be

greatlyjﬁnhanéed if corresponding conditibnal

variabies and school learning are studied not only

A
.
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‘as the summation of discretely defined skills,
abilities,'and systems but élso in terms of the | ;
. interrelatioR§hip befween these factors.

3. The unavoidable two-year lag time in thig study
between thg collection and 4nalysis of the 1974
data and the 1976 program site reviewé caused
considerable problems in collec ing and interpre-

. ting ¢ 1 in 1976 This timeilag-should be

shortened to the greatest possible degree.

4. Rankings of schools should be intérpreted as

rankings based—-on assessment -of selected K-3

reading, writing, and arithmetic objectives rather

than rankings of all grades and all programs offerqg

by the schools sFudiéd.

Recommendations.~~This initial study has received careful
review resulting ;n recommendations essential to the impfové-
ment of the overall evaluation and monitoring endeavor. The
mos. cogent recommendations are: ’
1. Although initial efforts were and should have been
directed at grades K-3, program evaluation and
monitoring must continue at this level untiljthe
objectives of the K-3 study are obta}ned. Ulti-
mately, howeveg, evaluation and monitoring should
occur on a systematic basis for all instructional

levels and all instructional programs.
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2. The evaluating and reporting instruments sh&uld be
revised according to the recommend;tions from the
visitation and analysis teams repori&d in“ChaE?E? 111
of this study.

3. Although the training sessions for the {1976 on-site
visits wére valuable, the training of each team
capfain and team member for future visits should be
improved in order to better meet the identified in-
dividual needs of each captain .or team member. . The
system requires properly trained and competent evalu-
ation.

4. Prior to future training and on-site visits, de-
tailed guidelines should be publishedf These guide-
lines should address the areas of preparation,
execution and follow—up and should be based on
analysis of 1976 reports.

5. Closer integration between assessment results and
program site review instruments should be sought
to provide for greater congruency of findings.

6. This study should be continued and expanded by
spring of 1977 ut{lizing 1976 cost—effec}f%cncés
data. This would reduce the time lag ?%twcon the
effectiveness data collection and anal;sjs and the

school visitations.

Considerations for Future Study.--As a result of this study,

some impcrtant items that need future consideration arc:
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1. The number of schoolé visited should be substan-
tially increased and the quantity of factors studied
shoUid be markedly reduced. Incorporation of these
two considerations woﬁld enhance and increase the
possibility of revealing specific conditional
variables which distinguish high and low ranking
schools.

2. Additional inpﬁt from public school students at
alliinstructional levels, lay citizens, profeséionals
outside the Department, and representatives of minor-
ity concerns should be-provided to aid the Task Force
in its deliberations. ‘ |

3. Longitudinal evaluations are needed to determine the
effects of catégorical school programs on different
kinds of students. |

4. Objective measures should be developed to assess
conlitions which adversely affect the education
of high risk and mihority learners and other non-

. achievers in basic school programs.

5. Controlled alternative public schools should be
established and.funded as models for validating
the cffect of'conditional variables identificd
as this study is expanded.

6. Evaluation should be made of factors which in-
hibit attainment of school dbjcctives and utili-

L_ zation of potenfial solutions to attain thesc

ohjcectives. Constant changes in school staff and

ERIC | 43
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student populations are among tbé/factors wﬁich
hold pbtential as significanﬁ/féctors,

7. Delivery systems must be deyéloped that utilize
systematicfapproaches to provide technical assis-
tance to,ﬁeet identified needs as this stu&y is
expandedi

Both the/éost~effectiveness‘and as;essment coﬁcepts
and the follﬁQ-up efforts reported in this.study arebevo-
1utionary.( The results must be seen as tentative and as
a first step toward providing improved data relatihg to the
effect;veneSS of instruction and the efficiency of school
operations. “

Moreover, it is anticipated that continued development
of dependable cost-cffectiveness and assessment data and the
follow-up bv professional cducators will lead the Department
to more definitive results and the concomitant ability to
provide specific remedial suggestions to local school dis-
tricts when indicated. 1In addition, this process should
help to more c]oarlf delineate which indicators facilitate
successful school programs. This will greatly speed up the

dissemination, diffusion, and replication of successful

I -
cducational practices.
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- V. SUMMARY -
The Department of Educatibn, like the Legislature, *
is concerned‘about the rising costs' of public education
and the sparsity of information about educational effec-
tiveness and its relationship to costs. The purpose of

this project was to determine the feasibility of .con-

ducting program site reviews of selected schools in order

to make recommendations for instructional improvements,

specifically, in the basic skills areas of reading, writing

~and mathematics. The two general hypotheses for this study-

were: (1) Procedures can be_developed'to conduct program

.site reviews of basic education . programs. (2) Program site

. v ' ‘\ ‘ 3 3
revicws at sclected schools can reveal real differences in

' \

quality of school programs.
. \ .

Another\goﬁi.of this cost-effectiveness inquiry was

~

to identify and discern evidence of the in-school variables

_(indicators) which made a significant difference in the

learning process. Selection - of the K-3 schools for visita-
t%on was accomplished by this design: 25 of the most effec-
tiﬁe schools of the upper end of the ranking as rgported by
the Department,1 and 25 of the least effective of the lower,
end of the ranking. -

The reader should note that 1146 schoois with K13

programs have been properly assessed and ranked. Therefore,

lriorida Department of Education, Indicators of Effec-
tiveness and Efficiency, Part I, 1976.

45 ‘
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some feel that a larggr'sampie is needed before'meaningful
conclusions could be drahn.i ) ' K

The follow-up study, especially the collection of
_data, was a joinf~effort of the various bureahs withiﬁ the
Department. The interviewers were trained and fhen sub—v.
divided into teams cqmposed'of a'captain and two team members.-
Teams visited up to five schools for thé purpose of col}ecting
the data. The project™was coordinated by the Task Force on

Cost-Effectiveness Study and Assessment Follow-up, chaired

by Dr. J. W. Crenshaw.

The methods of statistical analysis of data ﬁscd in
this study was designed to: (1) look for the presence of
significant differences betwegn the” most efficient/effe;tive
schools and the lcast efficient/effective schools for any
two selected matched pairs of scoresy; (2) identify weakness
in any questions in the survey instrumenc; and (3) formulate
racommendations and conclusions. |

The three statistical procedures provided meaningful
information in the determinuation of differences between the
two groups of schools. A comparison of the mecan scores or
ratings for cach item for all schools within the two groups
revealga decisive differences. The most efficient/effective
schools had a higher mean score than the least efficient/
cffective schools on 39 of the 41 survey items.

Hcwever, the analysis of variance was the most re-

vcaling methed used. Although areas of significance scattered,

N

46




-40 -

the areas of greatest significance were ali in the_aréé of
Curriculum. In fact, all seven items achieving levels of
significance in Curriculum did so strongly (©C +.0005).
Although other areas had a greater percentage of significént
items, levels of significance were weaker;

Apparently, indicators evaluated in the areas of
Curriculum, Program Planning and Evaluation d0‘héve a posi-
tive impact on instruction at the level and subject areas
’;tudied. Please see figure 2 in Chaptef I11 to's.ee
which indic;tors within these areas made a significahtl
difference and which ones apparently have negligible impact
on teaching the 3.R‘s. )

It must be remcmbered\that correlatién may not mean
causation. At this point there can be no ;bsolute certainty
that we have identified the factors which influence student
achievement.

The results of the study indicate that it is feasible
to conduct program site fcviews of schools for the purposc
of making recommendations for instructional improvement.
Both hypotheses were answered positively: (1) procedﬂres
were developed to conduct program site reviews of basic
cducational programs: (2) program site reviews at scloctcd'
schools can reveal real differences in quality of school
programs. After reviewing the prbcess it has been con-

cluded that the survey instruments will have to be improved

and the arcas under investigation were too broad. In addi-

47



-41-

tlbn, only one person rated each indicator at each school
The state of the art and the small number of schools v151ted
make it mandatory that this study not be'considered defini-
:tive W1th greater experience at more schools . the develop-
ment of reflned 1nstruments and procedures, and by having

a group of people evaluate each 1nd1catqr 1nsteadbof one
person, more concrete conclusions will be possible. As the
relationship between program indicators and student achieve-
ﬁent become more obvious, the Department will be better
equipped to evaluate and recommend corrective action to

local schools.

43
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\

-"State of Florida \ . . camrroL O - ROOM No.
 Department ol\Educatlon kNoTT [

(3

b

b N iy
%

oy ,omcE-MEMoRANpUM | omuen

to: _ Dr. Joe Crenshaw L \\\/ﬁ\ a

from: woodrow J. Darden K/Cf"'Q""“D M‘ate: ADriL26-. 1976

,SUBJECT: k-3 Program Evaluation

In order to fulfill the strategy on complgting the study on "Indicators

of Effectiveness and Efficiency K-3 Program," I am appointing you as

chairman of a ‘task force of DOE staff members to implement the following
-by May 7: : , h -

1. Review the three step process as identified in Part 1l of the study.
2. Review the data in Part I.. _
3. Review items of data and characteristics of schools that will be
analyzed in Part II.
; 4. Complete strategy for development of Part IIT of the study and monitor
f ) implementation by .
P a) Identify additional data or characteristics of schools that will
' ‘:. be collected or observed by members of the DOE staff through an
on-sight visit to determine significant differences in the schools
‘ identified in the top and bottom l107.
. b) Develop a process and strategy whereby two (2) teams could visit
) four to six schools over a period of time between May 10 and May 25,
[ . 1976, as a pilot project for future on-sight visits on a larger
! sample of schools in the fall of '76. '
c) Evaluate pilot study process and data collected and revised strategy,
etc. appropriately for fall visits on larger sample of schools.

It is impertant that both teams be given instructions on the process and
the data to be collected and characteristics to be observed in the limited
time available. ~ .

The overall goal of 'analyzing the effectiveness and efficiency data is to
provide input to plans that would have an impact on state and district
policy and resource allocation and the strategy for improving the schools
effectiveness and efficiency.

It is recommended that task force members surve; on-sight visitation team
members for ideas and suggestione rs8 the overall pian is developed.

The task force members assigned to the above task and their primary
responsibility are as follows:

J. Crenshaw -~ Chairman of task force & starf development indicators

J. Roberts - Part I and II analysis and development of ultimate
_plan for improvement

J. Swanson - Additional data needs in MIS system and data collection

T.: Fisher - School program evaluation system indicators

E. Allen - Format of Part IXI report and data coatrol

A. Puryear -~ Curriculum indicators (elementary)

1The Forewdrd of this report explains the three reports, Part I, Part IT und
Part TI1 and their relationship.

ERIC | 50




MEMORANDUM

Dr. Joe Crenshaw
Page 2.
April 26, 1976

R. Bazzell - Management indicators
E. Groover - YProgram Support Service indicators
. J. Patrick - Curriculum indicators (secondary)

Anticipated on-sight visitation teams will be made up of DOE staff members

- from the following sections where appropriate based on strategy developed:
R&D - 2%
Staff Development Programs - 2
Early Childhood & Elementary Education - 7
Exceptional Child -*Qrogram Development RS

& Evaluation _ .- 2
Student Services - 2
School Library Media. Services . - 2
Compensatory & Migrant Education - 4
Human Resource Services - 2
Assessment & Planning Services - 4
District Management - 4
Food & Nurrition Management ' _ - 2

Total 33

*Members to be included from each section

~ect Julian Roberts
Jim Swanson
Tom Fisher
Ed Allen
Ada Puryear
Ray Bazzell
Eloise Groover
Lee Poberts
Landis Stetler
Gilbert Gentry
Carey Ferrell

R/b
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GENERAL SCHOOL INFORMATION

; o | 7195,

i DISTRICT KO, ______ SCHOOL MO, .

| 1. The advisory council at this school met regularly; | | | R SN0

| 2, The~ad\.iisory council at this school participated in identifving netzés, goals, and priorities. " &S __;NO

3. Parents cf children in this school yarticlpated In identifying needs, geals, and priorities. o . XEsS __\_NO

h, This school had a planning comnittee, | “ \ ' | | _;YES ___NO

(U yes, list the number and types of members, e.. 2 teachers, e:c.)j\ ‘
N
'5. fhere wag an orientation progran for all new students at each grade lew], ‘ \\\,\ _____YES __ X
6. Inservice participation was mandatory‘at thi; school, | ‘ ' - | \‘\ __YES _-__NO

7. Estimate the percentage of teachers vho participated in at least 15 hours of Inservice Trainipg. N\

8. DId your district office émploy and make available to this school: , RN
5. a. a research and evaluation specialist! o _ s N ,
b currdculum specialists? | : \\\\ Y Mo
9. Did the principal have final authority in employing staff ’for this school? . ‘\“‘\” YES MO
.10, Was there office space set aside for the exclusive use of student service persounel? | ___\\YES Y
11, Was“.\the library used as a classroom fqr basic instruction? ~ _____YES b
12, Egtilngte the number of student diseiplinary actions necessary bf princigal or ‘assistant principal, X l 5 l';:
13, How wc\iuld 901\ describe the location of this school? ' ' . i 4 ‘,'
' T Urban -. Urban - !
53 _ Inmer City __ Not Inner City __ Suburban ___ Rural

1. Estizate the percentage of staff whose ages {n 1974-1975 vere:
a, less than 40 (years)

b, 41 - 60 (years)

¢. over 60 (years) ' ' .

Q \
EMC Comnents, 1F aay: ' \

r

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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District Name

STAFF DATA

-~

Administrative Aides
Guidence Aldes

Medla Afdes

Teacher Aide%

Voluntesr Aides
Instructional Staff (FTE)
Teachers = 4 yrs, Experience
Number Student Teachers
Student/Teacher Ratio

% Wirh Rank IT or Higher
Te#chers - Wite

 Teachers - Mon-white

Now Hires - Professional Staff

SCHOOL STATUS DATA
197475

School Name

SCHOOL DATA

Grades in School

Population Area Served

Scnool Location

» White Collar

% Families Wath Income Less Than $3000
Average Annual A-V Fxpenditures

Number Library Books

- Ratio Printed Material per Student

A-V Equipment per 100 Students

STUDENT DATA
Total Membership
5z) Jrd Crade

6th Grade

. Suspensions

Whitt:

Non-white
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District Name o tistrict Mo._ . _ Schoal

Addrens
School Name _ School No. e e —

SCHOOL STATUS SURVEY: 1974-1575 SCHOOL YEAR

Rater Instructions:

A.  Irem and Fvidence
(1' late the overall qualitv ot each item observed ir tl : school using the evidence indicators as the basis
for forming your professional judgement. Your rafriny suould be based on the overall interplay of all
evidence indicators. The absence of any one indicator should not be considered sutficient to pive a
school a low rat'‘uv o the item. The evidence indlcators provided for vach item are not exhaustie.. and
vou may wish o < other indicators as well.  (Please record additional indicators used in the "Fv.dence"
column,)
2y demember you will be using 1974-1975 data. Fxamine or spot check - cvidence or othel
wntaticn, and conduct interviews wherever possible with the appropri (e school staft
tdentitied in, the item.

specitie docu-
member or parent

(1) the rating scale score whivh you will assign should represent your professional judgement ubout how well
ine school or staft woeomplished or performed the item during the school year 1974-1975.

cor o sdle detinitions t e o well the item was performed are as follows:
0 - Can't Hate e caveot be evaluated.  Explain in "ltem Evaluation” column.
1 - Mot Acceptable Scheov, wtaff performance was far below what professional standards fndicate

shoutid be accomplished in this area.

2 - Inadequate 4chool/staff performance was poor, but acceptable, in relarion to what pro-
tessional standards indicate should be acvcomplished in this area,

3 - satisfactory School/staf{ performance was average to what professional standards indicate
should e accomplished in this area.

4= Good Sehonl/staff performance vxeeeded what professional standards indicate should
be acecomplished in this area.

5 - Exemplary Schnol/sﬁaff performance was superior to what professional standards indicate
C. Ttem Evaluation should be accomplisheld in this area and serves as a model of practice.

(1) Indicate the strengrhs and/or weaknesses of cach survey item which does not derive primarily from using
1974-1975 data.

t2) Be specific about dittflculties resultiny from item content, documenting the evidence Indicators, or from
applyiny the scale as defined.

CESE 30 Rater Name _ . Date
“EXP. 4/30/77

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. ST, .
, Bagal el b »
Ustng yowp professiontd e e o

CURRICULUN: 19741975

Distriét No.

Schoo) No.

R A R AL R L 2T Avsrtable” (1) +o ”Exemp?a)@” (§) bags = the
evtdgnee Pl b il sk perd st el wpben, Tlonge werlain vy Tonn s ser o ned,
4 @ e —— - i .
[TEN | EVIDENCE SCALE [TEN EVALUATIOW
~ e e e
L1 Classroom grouping(s) acoommndared | 1. Tasks and areas of responsibiliﬁy for 0 - Can't Rate
unique student needs. | each staf{ member (f.e. teachers,
1 volunteers, aides, tutors) were L - Yot Acceptable
| described and understood - policy
i book etc. 2 = Inadequate
|
. & Provision vas made for large group, 3 - Satisfactory
| snall group and {ndividual instruc-
j tion. 4 - Good
). Classroom grouping reflected varying 5 = Exemplary
student interests and progress.
b. Feedbuck from parents, students,
teachers, etc., about clagsroon
grouping resulted in change.
5. Flexible scheduliuy used where
apprepuiate,
1.2 The instructional progeaw provided | 1. Sequence of lastructional object {ves 0= Can't Rule
for continuous student progress, established emphasizing cognitive,
i affective and psychomotor knowledge 1 - Not Acceptable
| and skills,
1 - [nadequate
1. Criteron-reference evaluation was ‘
vellized. ! 3 - Satisfactory
' |
%, Individual student evaluations wers | * ¢ - Good
! used to develop instructional pro- |
{ grans. ‘ § = Exemplarv
% b, Systematic observation was used, :
| | LY
|
1.3 Prescriptive tasks, naterials - i Lo The varlety of satertals, methods : 0 Can't R
and methods wvere made use of and tasks uaed was wide enough | - ban't Mate
to meet the diagnosed needs to provide for the diverse abili- 1 - Yot Accentabl
of students. ] ties and leamning rcte of the S0t Acceptable
; students,
i + 2 - Tnadecuate
" 2. Alterative fnstructlonal tdsks were .
' available to students for specific 3- Satishsutory
skill master?,
. 4 ~ Good
4 developmentaf textbook series or

produced dnstrugtional materials
(contracts, prescriptions, etc,)
appropriate to the reading level and
Instructional needs of the students
were utilized,

5 - Exemplary

09



¢

i

' l '
CURRTCULUM:  1974-1975

-,
\

“District o, School Mo._ -

- Ui your prq}gaf::ml%‘g:fﬁrancnf, rato the gulity of eaoh Jtn cheerad I thie sohon] Spem Mor deveptable” (1) to "Eremplavy" (5) based on
evidence proviled by eireiing the grrerviate coals mmber. Pleuse exclain anu ttem widch camnol e vated

[TEM

EVIDENCE

SCALE

TER iR IATION

1.4 A record-keeping svsten existed
whicn documented continuous
student progress,

—

(3%

Staff members were designated Lo
develop and mafutcin {ndividual student
records.,

. Records were kept current, systematized,

organized and readily accessible.

Teachers regularly reviewed recorded
data for each student making necessary
prescriptive adjustments.

Records providing understandable {n-
formqtion to the teacher were used

in planning, development and evalua-
tion,

0 - Can't Rate
1 - Not Acceptable

1 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory '

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary

1.5 The fnstructicunl brogram proyidad
a comprobersive and balanced K-
" curriculow,

(=]

Basic skills{,e, reading, communica- -
tion writing and arithmetic) were
emphasized throughout.

Adequate attention was given ianguage
arts, msie, art, coclal stodies,
science, health and physical education,

Cognitive, affective and psychomotor
knowledge and skills were integrated
into the instructiona) program.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptahle

* 2 = Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory
{ - Good

j- Exemplafy

1.6 The fnstructional program provided
opportunities for students to
¢evelop positive self-roncepts.

60

2ositive reinforcement of learner
success was frequent.

Opportunities were provided for
students to develop attitudes of
self-discipline,

.+ Opportunities were provided for

dealings with the fvelings of others “

- ad the development of trust in peers

and adults,

A supportive classroom environment

emphasized mutual regpect.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable
1 - Inadequate

J - Satisfactory

§ - Good

5 = Exemplary

61



CURRTCULLM:  1974-1975

vistrict Yo ___Sehool o____ -

A ‘ ' .
gty gonr e Sl fedenensy e i Gt o T e d D hda kool fen Mot deseotable” (1) to "Feomplary” (5) baged on the
euidonr et h D e e el e e i Snem o h gt e pated
' J I ’
[TEN EVIDEACE SCALE - [TEM EVALUAT 10N
1.7 The classroom learning environment | 1. Pleasant colors 0 - Can't Rate
was o pleasant and safe facility, :
' ’ 10 Gowd Lighting , l I~ Kot Acceptable
3. Reasonable noise level 1 - Inadequate
4. Comfortable working stations 3 - Satisfastory
5. Classroom clean, neat and properly 4 - Gond
ventilated

5 = Exerplary

1.8 A variety of nethods and materials | 1. Methods and materials vere designed to 0 - Can't Rate

were utilized in leamning activi- |  reach the instructional objective
ties. or goal, 1'- Not dcceptable )
2. Method and material variation was 1 - Inadequate -
utilized based on instructional need, '
pacing, student Interest, time and 1 - Satisfactory
availability.

§ - Goud

5 = Exemplary

. 1.9 The instructional prograﬁ promoted | 1. Actlvities included ethnic studies and 0 - Can't Rate

multi-cultural understanding among filstory of contributiens and everts, !
students of different racial, ‘ 1 - Not Acceptable
cultural, and socio-economic 2. Program provided for multi~cultural .
backgrounds. ’ events and activities, 1 - Inadequate ‘ '
E 3. Multi-cultupdl Instruction was incor- 3 - Satisfactory
| porated igfo subjgct matter other :
than social sciences. 4 = Good

3 = Exemplary

(ontact parents to detemine that:

110 Hone-school communication by 1. Parents could easilv contact school 0 - Can't Rate
school staff was appropriate to staff,
parents, ' | ' LYot deceptarl
2. Blingual written communjcations
vere utilized where necessary. ' 1 - Inadeguate
3. Comrunications weve kept in a direct 3 - Sudstactory o '
o 62 | easily readable format as often as ' o 63

ERIC appropriate. | 4 - Good

, 4
ext Providad by R . ) .

‘5 « Exemplary
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~ CURRICULUM:  1974-1975

District No. . Schoo! Mo

Using your orofessiomal [udgement, rate the quality of aah iter cheowed in thig sehool from "t deceptable” (1) to "Fremolamy" (8) Lased on the

- evidence provided by wreling the aypropricte scale muvber. Plosse axplain vy iten uhich wmnot be rated.

e

- EVIDENCE

SCALE

1TEN EWLLATION

L1l The parent education program met
the needs of the parent,

| Contact parents to determine that:

L. Program activity vas designed in
conjunction with parents or by
parents.

2. rogram vas based on pareﬁt needs
and interests,

3. Program vas evaluated by parents,
4. Program was offerad at a time and
at locations convenient for their

participation

5, Program vas offered free-of-charge,

0 - Can't Rate
1 = Yot Acceptable
2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory

4 - Good

5 - xemplarv

1,12 The k=3 instructional program
emphasized articulation ind
coordination,

L. Preschool and child care staff
members wete Included in planning
the ¥-3 inservice program.

2. Joint planning for the use of
community resourcas, field trips,
ete., vas encouraged.

3. Student records at each level vere
communicated.

4, Provision was made for the Involve-
nent of all levels (Pre-X - 6) in
progran planning, implementation,
modification.

0 - Can't Rate
1 « Not Acceptable
2 « Inadequate

3 - Satistactory

"4 = Good ¢

5 - Exemplary




PLANNING AND PROGRAM EVALUATION 519081975 " :
District Mo. ___ Schaal ho.

ngwwrmﬁ%au DTNy vt e queey +Svgeh § sten chsemal 'ﬂs,mmINm'%tAmwwue(H'a“anW"M)Mudth

eramee rooided b; gyl w wE autropeiaty uca Canber Pl el o Tter unlen ot be rated,
[TEN EVIDENCE SCALE ITEN EVALUATION
L1 The {nstructiona] pragran L. Assesuent of educational neads 0 - Can't Rate
was a direct outgrowih of students vas conducted,
of the school's planning I - Not Acceptable
process, 2. Resources and constraints were {deg-
tiffed (1.e. cost, tine, talent,ete).| 7 - Inadequate
3. Priorities were established for the 3 - Satisfactory
Instructivnal program as a result of
1 and 2 abora, b - Gool ,
b Written goals aad objectives with | ‘
alternative strategles vere formy- 5 = Exemplary
‘ lated for the {nstructional program
! 3. Total faculty was involved fn process,
6. Implesentation schedvle vas set. |
L2 Norwereferenced test 1.TathﬂwaemwtOMEIMUW~ 0 - Can't Rate
data were util!zed in tional decisions about students cone ,
program development '+ cerning promotion, retention, ac- 1 - Not Acceptable
and evaluation, ' celeration any remediation.

. 2 = Tnadequate
2. Goals 2nd obectives vere formlated

based on needs {dentified frop test

3 - Satisfactory
results,

; 4 = Cood
3. Test data were uged to evaluate

attainment of goals and objectives, 5 = Exemplary

4 Program modification resultey fea ‘
tegt data analysis,

5. Progran priorities were re- examined
based on test data analysls (1,
fscal, persomnel, materia] resources),

-7
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PLANNING AND PROGRAM EVALUATION:  1974-1975

biserict o, ____Sehol o,

gg your professional judacrent, rate tac qatiity 0F eash St ohemed D gide w) fgr Mt bl (1)t "rempla™ () baged on the
den

26 provided by ireling the qpropriate seale ninber,

Pleage erpiardy @y item uni

1 v 1
noeqnet e mited,

[TEH

WAE

1 LT

1.3 Criterfonréferenced test
data vere utilized in progran
developent and evaluatlon, :

EYIPENCH

Test data were used to make imstruc-

tional decisions about students con- |-

cerning promotion, retention, ace
celeration and remediation.

Goals and objectives were formulated
baged on needs iden.{fied from test
results,

Test date were used to evaluate
attalnmeat of goa's and o. jectives

Progran modification resulted from
test data analysis,

Progran priorities vere re-exanined
based on test data analysis (1.e.
f{scal, persomel, material
resoutces),

0- éan't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable
i inadequape

j- Satisf‘cfpry

b = Cood f

5 = Exemplary

e
“ha,

1,4 Non-achievement data from
tests and observations were
utilized In program developnent
and ev'aluation.

63

Observational techniques, and test-
{ng of student attitudes, motivation
and career awarcness were used to
{dentify student needs and formulate
prograns.

Test data wer: used to evaluate and
nodify programs,

0 - Can't Rate

| - ot Acceptable
] - 5In{adequate

J - Sacisfactory
4 - Good

§ - Exemplary

69




STAFF DEVELOPIENT: 19741975
\

N District No. School No, -

A\
'

Jeing your pyofoaaional Jufrmont) vate the noiden oo e eod Dosle sl on Mg desrtdis" (1) Lo "Ezelamy" (5) based on
the evidenoe rrovided by, olveling . gvvoreizte sedls wher, Jlosse embun ang Ton wnleh eamor boomatad, ' :

T B COSWE L TR ST

‘ \
1.1 The fnservice education program met| 1. School staff were favolved In needs 0 -Can't Rate
|
the needs oq‘the school staff, . assessment t0 determine which
' b activities to offer, | - Sot\leceptable
2, Avaried selection of activities 2 - Inadeghate

was offered,

j- Satisfactbgy
3. Activities offered were appropriate

to the {nstructional ar service 4 - Good
delivery problems of the school
staff. 5 - Exemplary

4, Inservice activities were convenlent
to particlpate In,

5, School staff were glven the

oppertunity to evaluate lnservice C
prograns.
1,2 Skills and knowledge obtained (onferences were held vith principal 0~ Can't Rate
in inservice programs were and other school personnel, (Include
applied in classroom situations. Inservice staff members' recollections.) 1 = Not Acceptable

2 - Inadequate

‘ 3 - Satistactory !
§ - Good

5 ~ Exeoplary

L
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lsing your profesaiona’ Julgament, o tee fw

I

. e
the auwidance rromided by aivaiing b e

MARRGENERT: 19741975

"' “ . R
PR A

saa e

. . e )
Gt gy e
AR HNE SN I o

ce M
PR A S

: . . . . ce . .
o b eomn e h e et
FOTETV IR 14748 LA ARSI N RH .JIE' co LMl NIRRT L PG,

PR R PN
R

District bo. ___ School o,

" w? (I A R
Eaems” oy (8] Pased on

'
v

ITEM

EVIDENCE

STALE

[TEN EVALUATION

1,1 The princlpal delegated responsi-
bility for the operation of the
school progran to the staff, N

>

Grade lovel chaimman, lead teachers
ete. were appointed,

Staff felt that when they were given
responsibilities they were also
given the necessary authority to
nake decislons.

Staff were plven release time o
attend subject area meetings.

Admir{strative assignments were
distibuted equitably.

i

0 - Can't Rate

[ = Yot Avceptable
- Inadequate

] - Sat{sfactory

& = Good

5 - Femplary

1.2 The clagsroon environment reflected
mtual respect berveen teachers
and students.

7

Disciplinary referrals to the office
were not excessive.

{lassroom tasks were carried out in
an orderly manner,

Students worked independently of
teachers.

Students showed a willingness to
assist the teacher in the mainte-
nance of the classroom and related
‘acilities, !

Teachers reflected {ndividual
concern for their students,

§ - Can't Rate

1 - Yot Acceptable
2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactorv

4 - Good

5 - Exemplary

13



ey

MANAGEMENT

[

19 41975

sirw your rofeasxnna w11=menp, rabe S guaity o it iom obsamed in this achool frem M Anue”

e lenve provided by 2fwling tny grororelate o2

aléon Uﬂpu?

Please explain ww {ten which cannot bo ru

District No,

- Schqol b

120 "Eemplary" (5) based on the

ITEN

EVIDENCE

| SCALE

[TEH EVALUATION

1.3 The school staff employed various
techniques {n addition to corporal
punishment, in order to maintain
discipline,

[

‘School poliey or directive governing

disciplinary action emphasized
alternatives,

Staff used alternative measures to
discipline students.

Parents were {nvolved in school
discipline problems.

0 - Can't "uv

L= Not juc. . able
2 = Inadequare

AJ - Satis. v tory
4 = Good

3= Benpo v

L& Schoel policies and procedures vere
¢learly explained to the staff,

. Written policy statement was

available.

. Staff felt they clearly understood
policy and procedure pertaining to

personnel, discipline, etc.

0-ia't e

1£- Not & ¢ ptable
Zlemww

- Safisfa'“nry
4 - G-

3 - Exemplary

"5 waerstanding ad
of sraff prot ems

LY Prineinal
supporty
ad needs.

. Staff felt principal stood hehind

tien on discipline, promotion or
Ingtrurrional problems.

2. Staff felt principal vag readily

available to sec them when
niecessary.

o Staff felt arincipal continuously

nenitored and v 5 sensitive to
schoos social uimate,

0~ Can't zat.

10 Mo oble
i lequate

I witisfactory

" = Good

» = Exemplary

<G




MANAGEHENT:  1974-1975
bistrict No. _ . School fo,

Using your projessional judsement, ace i puliny o7 ean (o deowad o Sls gaiol fron Mg Avertat 12" (1) to "Eremplam (S based o tn
mwmwMM@dmwwmmm%wwmmm?%mmhﬁwﬁm%&mﬂ%mﬁ.
i

[TEN - EVIDENCE | SCALE ITEN EVALUAT™
Lb Flscal resources allocated to the 1. Budget requests were filled based on 0« Can't Rote
school were adequate. ~the original recomendations from
the staff. 1 - Not Acceptable
2. Classtoon cquipment,‘supplies and 1 - Tnadequate
naterials, ete., were sufficient,
' J - Satistactory
3. Facility upkeep was adequate.
§ = Good o
/ 5 = Fxemplary
i _
1.7 School recofds were useful in 1, What was the extent of record- 0 - Can't Rate
nanaglng the operation of the keeping *hat the principal re-
school. ' quired of teachers? 1 - Not Acceptable )
2. Were students' cunulative folders 2 - Tnadequate
current and 1n compliance with .
. regulation, etc.? (Spot check) J - Satisfactory
: o r
3, Howoften were student test & - Good
results consulted? -
- )~ Exemplary
4, Were personnel records organized,
+ werent and utilized? .
5. Were school finangial records
organized, current, posted and \
utilized?
6. Were property records maintained?
! 7. Were written records utilized in : , 77 _
| naking curriculum decigions and
. \
l

changes?
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SUPPORT SERVICES: 1074-1975 |

District No. ____ School bo,

Ueing your professional judganent, 1ate the quality of each ttem ohaerved in this achool from Mot iceaptable® (1) to "Eremplamy” (5) based on the
evidencs provided by cireling the appropriate seale mmber, Please explain any 1tem uhich camot be rated,

[TEN

EVIDENCE

[TEN EVALUATION

1,0 LIBRARY AND MEDIA

1,1 The school l{brary media center
“provided facilities for a vari-

ety of :inultaneous activities,

'

1, Pacilities were arranged so as to
allow structured and unstructured
groups, and individual activities
sinultaneously,

‘ 2.‘ Facilities included:

8, Table and chair geating
b., Individual study carrels

¢, Conference room or rooms avail-
able for small groups (4-10) of
stodents, ‘

d. Large group (12-35) activity
area for instruction, storytell-
ing, film viewing, etc,

e, Individual and group listening
and viewing facilities

f. Browsing area with displays, mag-
azine racks, informel seating

go Media production area

SILE

0 - Can't Rate

1 = Not Acceptsble
1= Inadequate.

3 = Satisfactory
0= Good

5 - Exemplary

1.2 Students and. statf had ready
access to the library-nedia
center, miterfals and equipment,

AN
!, Media center Jocation was convenient
to classroons,

2, Students vere allowed access to the
nedia center individually or in
groups at any time quring the school
day, according to need, regardless

3, The media center wag accesgible to
students at least 1/2 hour before
and after school hours,

b, Students and staff had information
and access to all types of media
(print and mon=print) available in
the school or n other locatien,

(- Gap't Rate

1 ~ Mot Acceptable '

1 - Inadequate

§ = Good

5 = Exemplary

3 - Satisfactory
Of any -QIQ{M schcdtr}inp*"— [P ISR PSS M

1y
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SUPPORT SERVICES: 1976-1975 1
\ cstrict Mo, - School Mo, "

Uszng your professionl Judgement, rute the quality of enct isen observed in this sohool from "ot Acomptabo' (1 to "ExermLuru" (5) basea on the
memmM%uMWWMWWWMMrm Plagse agplili oy it uhih comot be vated,

ITeY T COSME L TTEN EVALATION

Vo ' , S o

1.3 Media centar personnel made ac-| 1. The media specialist was able to 0- Cé#'t Rate r . _
quisitions based on {nput from describe and document systematic o ’
teachers, students and parents, efforts to solicit recomendations 1 - Not Acceptable

for materials to be acquired,

1 - Inadequate
2, Teachers, administrators, students

and parents were able to describe 3 = Satisfactory
efforts made by the media specialist
to solicit recommendations and be 4 - Good
able to describe ingtances in which ‘ ,
reconended materials were acquired, | 5 - Exeuplary :
1.4 Media center materials were 1, The media gollection; " 0 - Can't Rate ~ | ’
appropriate to learning needs. . o
a, Included a variety of types of | | - Yot Acceptable ‘ .
audipvisual materials as well | e R S

ag books, magazines, newspapers 2 = Tnadequate
and pamphlets,

/ o 3 = Satisfactory
b, Included materdals vhose range
 fof difficulty was appropriate 4 - Good
/ to the ability range of the
) [ students in the school, 5 = Exemplary

/.
meMMMMMMHmm
matter was appropriate to the
Interests of the students {n the

school, ‘

d. Included materials approptiate
to the curricular needs of the
tnstructional program of the
school,

e, MWag being continually evaluated,
updated and enlarped t: nrovide

for changing needs tnd iutn, -st5. Eg 1
i; {) 1.3 Nedia center activitles were L. Pupils were provided witn a pixted 0 - Can't Read
appropriate to learning needs. progran of instruction v study
skills, 1 = Not Acceptable

r>

The medis center inftiated activities| 7 - Inadequate
designed to motivate readings (i.e.
storytelling, individual reading 3 - Satlsfactory

guidance etc),

'§ - Good

r L. P
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L6 dudidvisual equipaont was ade-
| quate to support the instry.-
tional program,

PR AEICES: 19744197
L S A R R I IR TREI
Vel 'f- e e e e i. A
- i
RO L
S -t -
Audiv v et we avad lable l

|
i sulliclent quantities to meot
fnstruet bonal needs in classroons and
ad in the medla conter, }

Iypes of audioeiznal equipment avail-
Wle were gprepriate to the tipes !
and quantities of audiovisual mate-
elals available in tae school,

Tvpes of audiovisual equipment avail-
Bl were appropriate for both group
and indjvidual use,

District . L

School Ko,

Pra——

R o (2 bwed o the

ITEM EVALUATTOK

M- Can't Rate

L= ot Aereptable
= Inadvguate

J = Satistactory
= Lol

5= Exemplary

[\] The library-media specialist
provided teachers with tech-
nical agsistance in the plan-

ning of [nstructional activitied

and the production of medla
sed {n Instructlon,
usedﬁﬁp [nstruct fon

W

ERIC

o
WV -

C—

Planning acttviti»s ir:luded deter-
mining why, what apd ' w medta vas
used in {nstruction,

.

Library-nedia specialist was a mesher
of cutriculum comnittees,

Production of at least slides, trans-
parencies, audio-tapes, etc, was
evidenced, (Some production took
pace in the district center),

Production services were available 1o
both teachers and studonts, with stue
dents given opportunitics ta crvate
their own media,

0 - Can't Rate

1= ot Acceptable
3= Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory
4 = Good

5 = Exerplary

n

33
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SUPPCRT SERVICES: 1974-1975

District Mo, School No.

ey

Uatng yowr professtonal Judrement, mate the paallte of e Cter hsewed T thie aher oo Mg deoeptebic” (1) to "Eremplamy” (5) based on the

v |

evidence provided by civelins U ppopriate Jeul

k. for g Tty i
wember, Pludge aay [ain diy T

' " o
1IN Ay ALY bt
W e D0 T,

ITEN

2.0 STUDENT SERVICES {Guidance
Counselors, School Psycholo-
gists, School Social Workers
and Occupational Specialists),

tl

.1 The student service pro-
gran was coordinated and
{te functions clearly de-
lineated.

I

FIVIENTE

e -

S(LE

[TEM EVALUATION

|, Faculty and students can name 3-4
functions of student services per-
sonnel,

2. Schoc) personnel can dentify vho
{5 responsible for school coordin-
ation of services,

3. l:anm proredures were uged in stu-

dent services.

4. Drochures and role descriptions
of services were provided for stu-
dents, staff and parents.

5. Special meetings were held to
explain student personnel services
to students, staff and parents,

0 - Can't Rate

1 = Not Acceptable
2 - Inadequate

3 - Satisfactory
& ~ Good

5 - Excaplary

2.2 Awriteen referral and
follow-up system provides
meaningful feedback and
Increased services to
staff und students,

1

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

1. Written referrals and reports were
found which Lncluded practical rec-
ormerdations to staff,

2, Follow-up services for stulencs
were docupented,

1 0~ Can't Rate

| 1= Yot Acceptable
) = Tnadequate

' . - Satisfactorv
4+ Cood

5 - Exemplary

2.3 Student services personne]
consulted with teachers
in classroom management
and early {dentification
of learner needs,

R

L. Flementary school guldance coungelor
supervised the standardizediosting
progran and laterpreted test results
to faculty,

1. Student servive personnel consulted

with teachers and conducted in-
servlces aciivities concerning child
growth and develcpment problems,

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable

1 - Inadequate

i
!
i 3 - Satisfactory

o S

*
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SUPPORT SERVICES: 19741975
. District No, ___ School No.

'{-“ [PY) I TR ol |'wm«>”| IR ol o o1 ; W r ) ‘
WOUR] g SIS tont bty vate ehe sl oS doen shaceond M this rohool Jrom MSat descptable® (1) 4 “Faemplary" (5] based on ¢

+ v i - v A.’ l v ‘
evidenge provided bu iy k. Lymopeiate soule mber, Pl y ’

‘ Fleage explatn amy toom whdoh womos b mted
T VN S VTE EVALUATION

—

2.4 Case conferences (stafting) 1. Case references with students, 0 - Can't Rate
met the needs of students. ' parents and staif were regular
\ (i.e. appropriate to meet the need L - ot Accept. le
of the individual).
2. (ase conferences (staffing) were L - Inadequate
held at least once a month.

} - Satisfaccory
3. Responsibilities were assigned

|
|
i
|
|
I

' to lnplesent recomendations. 4 - Good
§. Recomendattons of case conferences | 0 - Exemplary
were implementeq,
2.5 Counselling wi'h students by 1. logs were kept vhich documented 0 - Can't "atr
student services personnel that individeal andfor small
vas adequate and referrals group counseling sessions are | - Yot Accrruan |
were uade to comumity agencies held-daily,
where necegsary, 2 - Inadequats
2. Stu'ent records Include notations ~
/ of community or extra-school 3 - Satisfactary
‘ | agencles that ave votked with
- referred students, 4 - Good
3. Joint workshapa wereheld with § - Exenplary

t

l

' school and community persomnel
! to assist in thelr cooperative
|

\

1

|

t

!

|

working.

L~

o A direcuory of commnity services

|
|
!
|

was kept,
1.6 The school student service L. Student service workers partiuipattd; N - Can't late
program was effective in with teachers in ceveloping career
developing, conducting and avareness learning activities, | - Yot Acceptable ;
narticipating in career : |
avareness activities, 2, Product units and/or materials 2 - frad anate
~- -to document this are presedt, '

i3 - Satlsfitory
& = Good

S - Fxemplary




Ustng your professtonal judgemont, ute the quality of wach tem observed in this achool “rom "Sor deceprid v
v your p o lkjem e, quat Sy o) ; !
evidence provlied by eir 2l ‘he qpeapriate seale mep v, Please explain ay iten whiei carnol be vated,
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SUPPORT SERVICES:

- 1974-1975

District 0.

It

EVIDENCE

SIALE

_ School Ho.

[ T YR ALV U & N A
oy ;"."L"T;L(J';I (& {.‘am,‘zf(m :}lé'

3.0 HEALTY SERVICES

3.1 Health screeniny v: compleved
early etough in the schonl
vear v that each studeii's
needs were trentd of comper-
sated for,

[

[, Early identification system was
organized and systematic.

2, Documented tesults were present in
student folders,

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Not Acceptable
2 - [nadequate

]~ Satisfactory

§ = Good

5 = Exemplary

ITEN LTI

3.2 Health pernomazl ccisulted
cont{auously with * .achers .
in the early Jdent{f(cation
of nutritional or paysical
deficlenc o aftectisg
leaeing perfor.ance,

1. Health hiatories for each rtudent
vete current, complete and xasily
accessible to teachers.

0 - Can't Rate

1 - Yot Acceptable
1 « Inac*quate

3 - Sati.facter

§ - -Good

§ - Exemplary

- e

3.3 dvaieations of physical and
~.t.{t{onal assegsments
vete referred to parents
or approptiate authorities
for vemediation,

I, Referrals/references vere document-
ed n student records.

0 - Can't Rate

| = Not Acceptable
1 = Inadequate

3~ Satisfactory

4 = Good

| 5 - Exemplary
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AUPENDIX TI1-1 '

-
4-...{

ITEM FREQUENCY ARALYSIS
MOST EFFICIENT /EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS

' Frequency Countb
- Survev 5 4 3 2 1 0 NA M
. a

Item Number Description

CURRLCULUN
1.1 Grouping 0 14 9 2 0 O 0 0O
1.2 Instr Prog 4 9 9 3 0 0 O 0
1.3 liagnosced Neods 2 10 8 5 9 0 0 O
1.4 Red of Std Prog 3 10 10 2 0 0, 0 O
1.5 Balanced K-3 3 9 12 1 0 0 Q 0
1.6 Self Concepts 5 6 12 1 0 O 1 0
1.7 Lrng Enviren 3 10° 9 2 0 0 1 0
1.5 Variety of Mats 5 9 8 2 0 0 1 0
L. Mult-Cult 1 6 10 5 1 1 1 0
1,10 Home~Sch Commun 5 9 9 1 0 O 1 0
1.1 Parent Edue 2 3 7 7 2 4 0 0
.12 K-! Coord’ 5 6 12 -2 0 @ 0 ©

’ - - ..

PLANNING AND PROC. EVAL.
1.1 Plunning 3 7 11 2 0 0 2 0
L.2 N-% Test Dara 2 7 13 1 0 0 2 0
1.3 C~R Test Data 2 9 9 o 0 3 2 0
1.4 Non~Achiev. Data N 1 8 11 2 0 1 2 O

SLAFE DEVELOPHENT, oo
I0TTTML Needs 3 3 11 8 2 0 0 1
1.2 Applv Skills =:3. 12 9 0o 0 0 © 1
bl kenponsibility 7012 5 0.0 1 0 o0

. 1.2 Respect 4 16 4 1 0 0 0 0
1.3 Punishaent 4 16 4 1 o0 0O 0 o0
1.4 Poiicties 5 15 5 0o 0 0 0 ©
1.5 Principal 8 12 4 0o 1 0 o0 o0
1.6 Aicquate Res 3 11 8 2 0 1 0 0
1.7 Kecords — 7 4 13 7 v 6 0 1 0
’ SUPPORE SERVICLS

by r__ and -.‘h;d_ig ¢
Yo Ccamalt Activ 3 3 11 5 2 0 0. 1
1.2 S Acvess 2 10 10 2 0 0 o0 1
1.3 Iaput I 2 8 13 1 0 0 0 1
1.4 Haterials ' 2 12 8 1 O 0 0 1

. 1o Media Act iv : 3 7 12 2.0 0 0 1

l.o A=V Equip i 3 10 10 1 9 0 0 1
1.7 Toech Assist | 1 6 11 5 1 0 O L
Student Scrvices !
7.1 7 Coor Program | 2 8 11 1 1 0 2 0
2.2 Retrl & Flw-up 1 12 6 3 0 1 2 ©
2.3 Clsrm Mgmt 2 5 14 .3 0 0 1 ©
2.4 ttatfing 2 9 10 2 1 0 1 0
2.5 {lounseling 1 6 12 3 1 0 1 0 \
2.6 Career Aware 1 8 7 6 0 2 1 0
Health- Services ’
3,17 7 7 Sereening 310 7 2 1 0 2 0
I Consult 2 6 9 3-2 0 3 O
3.3 Phy & Nutr Assess 2 4 11 3 1 3 0

NOTES

a,, . . . ' . .
words and abbreviations lHsced under "description". and opposite item number-
R provide o e te the content of o dteme Appendix T provides a complete
- deseription of each item,

1
Pata dn volemn . opposite cach item represent the total pumboer ot rating. of

cach tvpe bl D setools in cach group.,
Q 91

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-07-

APPENDIX 117-2

ITEM FREQUENCY ANALYST®
LEAST EFFICIENT/EFFECTIVE S _.hUOLS

‘ Frequency Count b

Survey 54 32 1 0 NA_ M

Ltem Number  Descriprion”

e 4

CURRICULM ».
1.1 Grouping ! 0 217 50 0 0 o0
1.2 Instr Prog 0 2 i 8 3 0 1 0
1.3 Diagnosed Needs 0 4 * 10 1 U 1 0
1.4 Rcd of Std Prog 0 6 d 10 f) o 0 o0
1.5 Balanced K:3 1 6 12 4 1 0 0 0
1.6 Sclf Concepts 1 10 10 2 0 4} 1 0
1.7 Lrng Environ 2 9 10 3 0 0 0 0
1.8 Variety of Mats 0 1 15 7 0 0 1 0
1.9 Mult=-Cult ! 1 2 7 10 1 2 1 0
1.10 Home=-Sch Commun 0 14 9 1 0 0 0 o0
1.11 Farent Educ 0 2 [4) 7 2 770 0
, 1.12 K-3 Cooerd 0 2 9 12 0 0 I 0
PLANNING AND PROG. EVAL.
1.1 I'lanning 0 4 12 5 1 ! i 0
1.2 N-R Test bata 0 6 8 7 1 1 1 0
1.3 =K Test Data 0 4 11 5 [N 3 1 0
1.4 Non-Achiev. Data | 0 7 4 3 9] 2 1 o
STAFF DEVELOPMINT :
1.1 7 Mt Needs 0 9 1l o0 0 3
1.2 Apply Skills ! 711 20 0 0 3
|
MASAG i
1A Keeponsibilier | 28 1l 2 0 0 1 a
1.2 G et [ T 1 0 o 1 u
1.3 Ponishment 2 12 9 1 0 0 0 0
1.4 Policies ey ? 2 8 1. S0 0 0 o
1.5 Principal ~ ; 3 8 8 A
1.6 Aduquate Res ; 3 6 9 > ! [l 0 '
1.7 Records ) 0 11 11 2 1) V] 0
|
T.1 77 7 Simele Activ 1 5 o 7 v 0 1 o0
1.2 Access ! 1 8 10 4 8] 4] 1 0
1.3 Irput ! 4} 5 16 2 0 1 0 0
1. Haterials ; 0 713 4 0 0 0 o0
! 1.5 Media Activ ‘ 1 712 300 1 0 0
’ 1.6 A-V Equip 4 4 13 3 [§] 0 -0 0
1.7 Tech Assiot 0 5 7 7 3 1 1 0
. Student Bervices
2T Coor ‘Program 1 3 11 8 1 0 0 ¢
2.2 Refrl & Flw-up 0 3 13 6 1 1 0 0
2.3 Clsrm Mpmt 0 3 9. 11 1 0o 0 o0
2.4 Staffing 1 3 14 4 ) 0.1 0
2.5 vaounseling 0 4 1n 10 0 0 0 0
2.6 Carcer Aware .0 4 12 7 0 0 1 0
Health Services '
3.1 7 7 7 Screening 0 6 16 2 0 0 0 0
3.2 Consult P 0 6 15 2 0 ¢] 1 0
3.3 0 3 15 4 ¢ 0 2 0

Phy & hutr Astess

. ! . & Yy
'/ NOTES - 3

<, N B . .

Words and abhreviations listed under "descviptign' and opponit. item numbers
provide a ey to the content of the item.  Appendix 1] provides a complete
deseriprivn of cach 'item.

bl)ata in cuolumns opposite each item represent the total number of ratings
Q of cach type by all achools in each group.

ERIC | 92
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APPENDIX ITI-3°

ITEM MEAN SCORES

Most Least
Efficient/Effective Efficient/Effectiv-'
Schools . Schqnls
Item Number Description? Nb Mean Nb Mean
CURRICULUM .
1.1 Grouping 25 3.48 24 2.75
1.2 Instr Prog ’ 25 3.56 23 2.48
1.3 Diagnosed Needs 25 3.36 23 2.65
1.4 Red of Std Prog 25 3.56 24 2.83
1.5 Balanced K-3 25 3.56 24 3.08
1.6 Self Concepts 24 3.63 23 3.52
1.7 Lrng Environ 24 3.58 24 3.42
1.8 Variety of Mats - 24 3.71 23 2.74
1.9 Mult-Cult . 23 3.04 21 2.62
1.10 Home~Sch Commun 24 3.75 24 3.56
1.11 Parent Educ 21 2.81 17 2.47
1.12 K-3 Coord 25 3.56 23 2.57
PLANNING AND PROG. EVAL.
) 1.1 Planning ‘ 23 3.48 22 2.89
1.2 N-R Test Data 23 3.43 22 2.89
1.3 C-R Test Data- 20 3.65 20 2,95
: 1.4 Non-Achiev. Data 22 3.36 21 3.09
STAFF DEVELOPMENT L
71 Met Needs 24 3.63 21 3.38
T 1.2 Apply Skills 24 3.75 21 3.32
. MANAGEMENT
. T Respon: ‘bility 24 4.08 23 3.43
1.2 Respect ’ 25 3.92 23 3.65
1.3 Puni{shment 125 3.92 24 3.63
1.4 Poliries 25 4,00 24 3.42
1.5 Principal . 25 4.04 24 3.33
1.4 Adequate Res 24 3.63 24 3.21
1.7 Records 24 3.88 24 3.38
SUPPORT SERVICES !
Library and Nedia ,
1.1 Simult Activ 24 3.00 23 3.0C
1.2 Access 24 3.50 23 3.28
1.3 Input 24 3.46 23 3.15
1.4 Materials N . 24 3.50 24 3.15
1.5 Media Activ 24 3.46 23 3.28
L6 ’ A-Y Equip 24 3.63 24 3.38
1.7 Tech-Assist -T2 3.04 22 2.64
‘ Student Services
§ 7.1 Coor Program 23 3.3% 24 2.79
: .2 ’ Refrl & Flw-up 22 2.50 23 2.78~
2.3 Clsrm Mgmt 24 3.04 24 2.60
2.4 Staffirg 24 3.38 23 2.98
2.9 Counseling 24 3.00 24 2.77
2.6 Career Aware 22 3.18 23 z.87
alth_Services ‘
/ 3.1 Sereening 23 - 3.52 24 3.19
‘ 3.2 Consult : 22 3.14 23 3.20
3.3 Phy & Nutr Assess 21 3.14 22 2.95
— NOTES .
: i /

“Mord. and :bbreviations listed under "description" and opposite item numbers

provide a key te vne congent of the {tem. Appendix Il provides a completo
description of each item.

s bn
N" denotes the number of scores used in deriving the mean score (rating) in
each group.

ERIC . 93
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APPENDIX II1-4

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

—

Sample Means Sample Population Standard (2% level of
) . Size Variance . _Error TeSt Significanre
u w :
s F e §
W o ! m e}
;&7 .5 & .
o- L o ]
b4 a0 = R,
- - 3 2
X X, ! N N S Se - t
Survey ! 2 1 2 X - x
Item Number l)uscrlgtlnna
CURRICULUM ' ) ;
1.1 Grouping 3.48 2.75 25 24 . 36681 .17306 4.21817 .0005
1.2 Instr Prog 3.56 2.48 25° 23 .78042 . 25525 4.23115 .0005
1.3 Diagnosed Needs 3.36 2.65 25 23 . .76038 . 25189 2 31869 .005
1.4 Red of Std Prog 3.56 . 2.83 25 24 - .67008 .23392 3.12073 .005
1.5 Balanced K-3 3.56 3.08 ! 25 24 ’, . 68071 .23580 3.09584 .005
1.6 Self Concepts 3.63 3.52 .\ 24 23 .65433 .23603 .46604
1.7 Lrng Environ 3.58 3.42 24 24 . 68842 .23950 .66806
1.8 Varlety of Mats 3.71 2.74 124 23 .59629 . 22535 4.30441 - .0005
1.9 Mult-Cult 3.04 2.62 i23 21 .85498 .27907 1.50500
1.10 Home-Sch Commun 3.75 3.56 24 24 . 53188 .21029 .90351
i1l Parent Educ -2.81 2.47 gl 17 1.04093 .33287 1.02142
1.12 K-3 Coord 3.56 2.57 15 23 .64810 .23259 4.25642 .0005
b .
PLANNING AND PROG. EVAL. C
1.1 ‘Planning 3.48 2.89 23 22 .64245 .23902 2.44063 .01
1.2 N-R Test Data 3.43 2.89 2} 22 .65718 L24174 2.23380 L2
1.3 C-R TFest Data 3.65 2.95 20 20 .46053 .21462 3.26158 L1
1.4 Non-Achicv. Data 3.30 3.09 22\ 21 . 55857 . 22801 1.18416 05
. b
STAFE DEVELOPMENT | : '
11 Met Neods 3.603 31.38 24 \ o1 .52507 .21652 113463
1.2 Apply Skills 3.75 3.33 24 22 , 48129 L. 26477 2.051034 05

MANAGE

1 Responsibilicy 4.08 3.43 24 ) 23 56636 .21959 2.29006 L0235
1.2 Respect 3.92 3.65 25 ? 23 .45777 .19547 1.38129

1.3 Punishment 3.92 3.63 25 ) 24 .49926 .20192 1.4362]

1.4 Policies 4.00 3.42 25 24 .50710 .20350 2.85012 L0605
1.9 Principal 4.04 3.33 25 24 . 98497 .28362 2.50334 =01
LS Adenuate Res 3.63 3.21 24 24 .89979 .27392 1.51380

1. Rccz,rds 3.88 3.38 24 \24 . - L 44024 19152 2.61070 . .01

\ - -
SUIFORT SERVICES L \

“libraty and Media ' N ; ~
1.7 77 7 Simult Activ i 3.00 3.00 26 23 .97778 .28853 0

1.2 Access 3.50 3.28 24 23 .63207 .23199 DGR32

1.3 Input 3.46 3.15 24 23 L445772 . 19481 1.59131

1.4 Materials 3.50 3.15 24 24 48674 .20340 1.737384 L0
1.5 Media Activities .46 3.28 24 i] L03115 .25182 LT7n4d

i.6 A-V Equip ] 3.63 3.38 24 24 .72285% . 24544 1.01858

1.7 Tech Assistance 3.04 2.64 24 22 .90°58 L2613 1.42172

Student Services

2.1 Coord Program 3.39 2.79 23 24 .78748 .25894 2.3714 0%
2.2 Refrl & Flw-up 3.50 2.78 22 23 .59100 .22917 3.14177 .00S
2.3 Classroom Mgmt. 3.04 2.60 24 24 .63910 .23078 1.90658 .05
2.4 Staffing 3.38 2.98 24 23 .768717 .25583 1.567354

2.5 -~ Counseling 3.00 2.77 24 24 .64151 .23122 .99472

2.6 Career Awareness ».18 2.87 22 23 . 64417 .23935 1.29517

Health Services e -

3.1 7 7 Screening 3.52 3.19 23 24- .64635 .23459 1.460671 .

3.2 Consult 3.14 3.20 - 22 23 .74212 .25691 L23354 B
3.3 Phy & Nutr Assess - 3.14 2.95 21 22 .59457 .23525 JB81357 N
NOTES : R »

MWofds and ahbreviations 1{sted under "deseription” and opposite item numberw provide a kev ti “ln cont. ot -

the item. Appendix [1 provides a complete description of ~ach ftem.
O ’ - 9 -
RIC ., | | 94

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



APPENDIX IV

DEBRIEFING OUESTIONNAIRES
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APPENDIX 1V-1

Questions Responses Reactions
Pct.
| Yes o Yes ,
L

1.1 Was the number of members on the 1.1 92% agreed that the number of team
team adequate for the task? 3 3 9 menbers was adequate.

1.2 Did you have sufficient expertise ¥ | 4 9 S

~in the area(s) that you evaluated? \ 1.2 91% agreed that their expertise
N was sufficient.
N
\ .

1.3 Do you feel that team members 9. | 8 2 1.3 243 of the respondents indicated
evaluating programs outside their | | that reviewing outside of their
field of expertise was detrimental field to be detrimental. Interviews
to the study? With team members indicated that it

\ | fs more desirable to have persoanel
review in the area of their exper-
tise. Perhans additional criteria
could be provided to assist those
reviewing outside their area.

1.4 Did the training provided to you 2 2.1 61 1.4 674 of respondents felt that the
prepare you sufficiently enough : training was sufficient for the time
to accomplish? | available. More time for training

should be considered for future
visiting teams. Public relations
aspects <ould have been emphasized
more strongly as part uof the train-
ing and before going out to scheols.
Meeting with faculty vas considered
important as part of crientation.
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Questions

1.5 Were you given adequate
“preparation in how to use the
survey instrument?

77-

Responses

No

Pt.

Yes

10

13

1.5

Reactions

73% of the respondents. indicated
that adequate preparation was pro-
vided on how to use the survey
instrument. Indicators used in the
study should be part-of the training.
The validity of data should be
understood.  Some schools provided

~wrong data.

2.1 Was the visitation schedule
realistin?

2 ViSITaTion

3

8

2.1

85% of the respondents indicated
a realistic visitation schedule,

2.2 Did the school staff have an
adequate understanding of your
mission? (tireat Tevel)

28

12

]

2.2

70% of the team members responding
indicated that the school staff had
adequate understanding of the

misston, It was Suggested by some

tean members that a printed pamphlet

be sent in advance to the schools
being visited regarding the mission

of the visit, Advance communications -
tc schools wers not uniform,

!

2.3 Were school ncrsonne] adequately
prepared to respond to your
questions?

9%

29

78

2.3

18% of the team members responding
expressed that the school personnel .
were adequately prepared to respond
to questions. Qverall it was thought
that personnel did a good job althaugh
not all prepared, .-
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-73
Questions Responses Reactions
Pet.
Yes NG Yes
2.4 Did you have adequate access to il b 100 2.4 100% of the team members responding
- all individuals needed to answer | to the instrument indicated that
your questions (i.e. agministrators, they had adequate access to all
teachers, parents, students. etc.)?. individials.
2.5 Was the tining of the tean visit 3 J 9 2.5 93% of the tean members indicate
~ appropriate from the standpeint of that the timing of the visit was
the school? appropriate from the standpoint of
L the school,
2.6 In the future at what tine of 2.6 Responses were not provided for
year would you recommend this study this question.
be conducted? | |
. _ ]
2.7 Was the school staff helpful to 4] 0 100 2.1 100% of the team members indicated
you? | that the school staff was heipful
to them during the visi
'MDMWMHMWMWMﬁ 7| 97| 2.8 97% of the team members responding
- the school was supportive? : indicated that the environment of
the school was supportise.
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3 SRvEY INSTRUENT

Questions Responses Reactions
. | : Pt
Yes Mo Yes
3.1 Did the school status data provide | 3 7| 8| . 3.0 83%of the tean nembers expressed
useful information to you? that the school status data provided

useful 1nformat1on

3.2 Were the written instructions on " S| 81 3.2 374 of respondents indicated that
the survey instrument clear? the written instructions on the
: survey instrument weve clear,

3.3 Were the item statements in most 3 6 | M 3.3 644 of the team members responding
- cases sufficiently self- provided an affimative ancwer to
explanatory? | “the question regarding the sef-

explanatory item statements,

3.4 Were the item statements too broad | 17 318 3.4 434 of the team members felt that
to rate effectively? the item statements were too broad
| ' | to rate effectively. Some indicated
that evidence factors should be
weighted, Some Suggested that they
be prioritized, Other personnel
suggested that many of the evidence
factors should be separated into
item statements. Item statements
did not consider planning be1ng
| conducted outside the schoal, (Where
102 planning takes place makes a differ-

ence. 103

~




Quéstions Responses Reactions —
Pet.
fes Mo Ves
“3JMWHMWMMmMWm 26 13 1 6 3.5 65% of the respondents expressed
of the iten statements provided were \ that the nature and scope of the
adequate to evaluate key aspects of item statements provided were
the progran? adequate to evaluate key aspects of
the program. Rating the motivation
factors needs to be addressed.
Some criteria thought to be irrele-
- . vant,
3.6 Did you identify any strong orweak | 25 | 16 | 6l
- aspects of the program area you 3.6 01% of the respondents expressed that

evaluated which was not covered by
the items stated?

. the evidence itens were too-broad., They

also felt that they should be put in

priority order, There was a lack

of equality of importance in itens.
The items should be structured for
equal importance. The items needed

to be more specific., A weak point
was that the evidence was used accord-
ing to the field of expertise in

 Which the person was know':dgeable. .

" An area was needed to show the

|

attitudinal feelings of the teacher
and the school, They should reflect
tMaHmuwaw&t Items which
needed including in the evaluation
Were! |
(1) how is d1sc1pl1ne handled by
adninistration ‘
(2) behavioral patterns of pr1n -
cipal and faculty, and
(3) previous experience taking
the "bubble" t&StJand/or specific
reasons why Students performed
as they did on-the test,
b recomendation was made to distribute
the items to-district persomel, get
then to identify evidence; and let then, ~
react to instrument, : 1 05



. 3.7

(uestions

Do you feel that the evidence

indicators were generally useful

and comprehensive ‘enough for

evaluating the item?

Yes

-70-

Respanses

No

Pet,

Yes

29

mar

g

78

|

3.7

IR L
M
A

Reactions

78% of the respondents felt that

the evidence indicators were generally
useful and comprehensive erough for
evaluating the item, It wes pointed
out by several team members that
school personne] should have “other”
opportunities to respond to the .

~ structured evidence indicators.

Some of the ften Statements dropped
from original design of item }tate-
ments should be‘reinstated to' staff
development sectjon. P
Stress shouTd be placed with téam
menbers the inportance of securing
input before visits are made.
Fvidencz indicators are essential for
i nterviow process.

3.8

Did the team members use the
evidence indicators in a consist-
ent manner?

28

%0

3.8

90¢ of the respondents expressed

that the evidence indicators were
used n a consistent manner, Only 31
tean members- responded to this
question. . 147

39

Was information generally available
to document evidence inu “ators?

0

gl

3.9

814 of the tean members responding

“indicated that tha information

available was generally available to
document evidence indicators? A

‘suggestion was made that information
documents needed during the visit

should be requested when preliminaly
arrangenents are made with the school,




3.10

Questions

Were the rating scale levels
adequately defined for you to
identify qualitative differences?

-17-

Responses

Pt

Yes No Vs

3 6 | 8

3.10

Reactions

84% of the respondents stated
that the rating scale Tevels were
adequately defined to identify
qualitative differences,

L

Was the rating scale used adequate
to evaluate the items?

3% 190

3

90% of the team members indicated
that the rating scale used was
adequate to evaluate the items.

312

3.13

In the next survey conducted would
you favor maintaining this rating
scale as is?

2 14 63

3.2

63% of those who responded appeared
satisfied in maintaining the current
rating scale in the next survey
conducted. It was pointed out that
the original rating scales dropped
from 10-to 7 to 5 criteria. Some
members suggested dropping to three, -
Although not completely happy with

the current rating scale the consensus
indicated keeping it at 5. Rating of
zero needs to be clarified.

Considering constraint in time
and resources, was this the most
appropriate way to assess quali-
tative differences among schools?

/

20 b1 7

3.13

T1% of the team members responding
indicated that contraints in time and
resources that this was the most
appropriate way to assess qualitative
differences among schools. Only-28
team members responded to the question,
During the interviewing of team
members about their responses to this
survey, some expressed that all team
members should be trained to ask all
questions. - Better training of person-

“nel who go out to-the schools should

be programmed,
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L - U, By ismviny-

!

P N 9uestiohs | Responses - Reactions
0 . Pet.
y | fes Mo e
:; '\ ‘ I
4.1 1f an exit interview was conducted, | 30 .| 9. 4,1 93 of those who responded
g Was it constructive? | expressed a constructive axit
¢ B | , interview.
4.2 Would you recommend that such 3l 10 |76 0.2 T6% of the team members vecomend
interviews be conducted on future | that exit interviews be conducted

visitations? . | “ on future visitations. Entrance

“ ~interviews. appeared to be more
significant than exit interviews.
Some expressed that-the exit inter-
view should consist of thank you to
the principal, that you enjoyed the
visit and no need for fomzi interview,
Some solated instances expressed |
that the faculty should be assembled
and the findings should be presented,

| 5. IMELINESS OF DATA

. 5.1 Has the composition of the staff
changed markedly since 1974-757 20 16 | 5 5.1 56% of the team members responding

| found that the composition of the staff

changed markedly since 1974-75.

5.2 Did this cause problens in securing
‘ 1974-75 data? 18 0 |y 5.2 47% of those responding to this .
= | question found problems securing
| 1974-75 data, \
Turnover was definitely a factor
g in securing information. There
I . appeared tp be a high correlation

. between the principal and what .3
found. | -
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APPENDIX IV-2
TEAM CAPTAINS

Questions Responses | Comments |
| . Pct, . | |
Yes  Noo Yes
1. As a teanm captain, do you feel that 7 2 1, 78% of the team captams respondmg _
your concerns regarding the adninistra- - expressed that, their concern regarding
tion of the survey were adequately - the adninistration of the survey vas
addressed by the task force?  adequately addressed by the task force.

- Yost 1l tean captains feltthe approach .
was new, The idea of vole-playing using
the instrurent would nake it nore like
the real situation. It was noted ther_e

vas a significant difference in
first and second visitation. Nnre
attention should be paid to msurmg

- consistency in the instructions given,
Some people felt inadequate.out of their
field and having to rely on others.

\
AY

2. Were you given adequate. infornation S0 1000 2. 1004 of team captains expressed that -
to ansier questions of your tean | ! they were given adequate information
- Menbers concerning the survey mstru - to answer questions of team members.
- ment? | ‘ / o
3. Tere you provided adequate information 7 I8 3, 88% of team captains expressed that
© o answer questions of school person- they were given adequate information to
nel conceming( the survey? : answer questions of school per-nnel.
4, Were you provided cnough infomation 0 "0 100 - 4 100% of team captains expressed that
to satisfactorily answer your team's. ' they were prowded enough infotmation to
questions concerning the visit? - | answer tean's questlons concerning the
| A | - visit,

-
4

we 1y
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5, Did the trainihg provided to you prepare
- you sufficiently enough to accomplish
your task?

|

Cuestions

-80-

_esponses
Pct,

Yes No  Yes
70

. 7 |

3

, captaing felt if the same team had been

Comments ,

5, 108 of tean captains expressed that

training providsd was sufficient emough
for ther. to accomplish their task.
Commmication given to team c.uptaing

Was vague, accord.ing to the coments.

The guidelines given out should have been

mre specific. Listed below are examples -

of areas where guidelines needed to be

. mre specific:

(1) contactmg districts (when contuct

was to be made)

(2) meetings with faculty

(3) filling out fom

(4) how mich current progran and
processes should be locied at,

Tean captains felt sone additional infoma-

tion about the school would have been
helpful, A great deal of concem vas
expressed about the schools nots . Teceiving
a copy of the instrument beforehand-or
getting anything after the visit, Some
schools were not knowledgeable about the
Cost-Effect iveness Report (Part I). If

the schools had known beforehand the type
of infomation needed, the materials could -

have been available wpon arrival. MNost

tean members would have felt more comforts-

ble if visiting in their own area of
expertise. It was a consensus that it was
difficult to get people together in order
to adequately prepare for visits, The

together all the way that it would have
heen more helpful.

r
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Questicns

. Did the visitation report deadline allow
enough time for adequate organization of
the report? |

Comments = .. ...

6. 10% of team captains felt timing was

adequate. . Captains felt timing was
difficult. It would have been helpful
if the sumary'forn could have been

 received before the vigitations would

have been beneficial. This would give
opportunity for de-briefing of team,
It was felt that a longer time frame
should have been allocated in which to
nake visits,

. Did the format of the report lend itself
to an adequate presentation of what was

- actually taking place in the school?

. 100% of team captains felt that the.

fomat of the report 4id lend itself to
an adequate presentation of what was

, taking place in the school?

. For the next survey, would you favor -
maintaining the report format as is?

. 78% of tem captains favored naintaining

report format as is?-

. Did the report provide enough data to
present an in-depth picture of the

school-its composition and processes? -

Responses
Pct.
Yes  No Yes
19
9 0 100
1 l 78
T

tive while also subj

. 60% of team captains expressed that

report provided enough data. A lot oft

. the School Status Data was inaccurate and

a great deal of inconsistency was found
by team captains, The source of the
infornation on the form was needed, The
forn needed a category entitled "signifi-
cant criteria”, Items which were identified
by tean captains which 1.ould be in this
category were: " (1) faculty turn over,
(2) emphasis on teaching of the test, and
(3) humanistic attitudes, In.some
instances, there was not enough room on
the fom. Some data collected was objec-

jective.  The question

T
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Questions

Responses

Pct.

Yes  No o Yes

Comments

4

was asked 1f it were possible to include

" information of the form about what is

going on now in the schools as compared

to earlier years. There seemed to be a

consensus that this whole question needed
to be veviewed and revorked.
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